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1 7. I. 2. read UTyperine, p. 26, p. 27, p. 67, 
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ſecend Defenſe of his Queries, had ſum'd 
up the Controverſy concerning the 

Doctrine of the Trinity, in three Queſtions, 
in order to bring it to a ſhort Iſſue; viz. 


1. bat the Doftrine to be examin'd is? 
2+ Whether it be poſſible ? 
3. Whether it be true? | 


The third Queſtion depending (according to th 
Doctor) upon Scripture and Antiquity, I ſaw, had 
been largely diſcuſs'd on both Sides: Dr. VM. had 
ſpent his Strength, and I thought all reaſonable and 
learned Men could not but ſee and be ſatisfy'd, 
that he was fully confuted beyond all Poſſibility of 
Reply on theſe Heads: And that this Part had 
been ſo weakly manag'd by him in his ſecond De- 
jenſe, that ic was plain he had done, tho' he was 
relolv'd not to be filent, but to give Words (and 
often very foul ones) when he had nothing elſe 
to offer; and fo, I thought, that the making any 
further particular Reply to what he ſhould repeat 

B without 


| (2) 
without End, would be no leſs than affronting thel 
Setiſe and Underſtandings of the Readers. 

1 judg'd therefore that Dy. V. wou'd be glad 
to be eas'd of the Labour of any farther arguingff 
upon "Scripture and Antiquity, in both which, tho! 
he had taken a great deal of Pains, it was evident 
(at leaſt to me) that he rightly underſtgod fo little 
of either, that in writing of about fifreen hundred 
Pages upon the Subject, he was not able to alledge | 
ſo much as one Text of Scripture, or one lingleÞ 
Teſtimony of any antiem Chriſtian Writer for more 
than three Centuries, at all in Favour of his No 
tion; and had he pleas'd to have been pertinent, . 
and to have kept cloſe to the principal Points inf 
Queſtion, he might have reduc'd (as he obſerves) WM. 
all that he has id, to two or three Sheets of Paper. ., 

As the Doctrine of the Trinity is a Scripture Doc- WM. 
trine, and was certainly taught and believ'd by the 
primitive Church, ſo it was very proper to enquire 
into the Senſe of Scripture and Antiquity concerning 
it: But yer, I was always of Opinion, that Dr. 
N. Notion and Explication of this Doctrine was | 

not, only moſt plainly and expreſly contrary to the 
whole Tenor of Scripture and Antiquity, but alſo as 
demonſtratively oppoſite and contradictory to the 
molt evident Principles. of Reaſon, as even Tranſul- 
ftautiation itſelf, or the Popiſh Explanation of the 
Doctrine of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, tho 
that Doctrine is a Scripture Doctrine alſo : And 
therefore it ſeem'd to be a Favour to give Dr. 
ls Notion a hearing out of Scripture and Anti- 


quity, when it might eaſily have been confuted at 
once, 


| (3) 
bce, by demonſtrating the Impoſſibility of the 
rich of it from Arguments of Reaſon. 

But two things were to be done by Dr. Ns 
Idyerſaries. 
nf, to ſhew the true Scripture Doctrine of the 
Wltivity atteſted to by the primitive Church; and, 
ndl), to ſhew that Dr. Is Notion was not 
te Doctrine of either, and was inconſiſtent with 
oth. In the Courſe of which Debate they 
wr and then let Dr. V. — ſee | in order to brivg 
m to a more unprejudic'd Attention to the Doc- 
me of Scripture, and of the ancient Church] that 
is Notion is repugnant to the firſt and moſt evi- 
knt Principles of natural Reaſon, and is a mani- 
kt Abſurdity and Contradiction in itſelf. With 
teſe Arguments the Dr. is always ſenſibly touch'd, 
als them vain Philoſophy and Metathyfies; and 
tics out perpetually of Unfairneſs and Imperti- 
% in arguing from Reaſon and the Nature of the 
Wiz, when the Controverſy is about the Senſe of 
ue and Antiquity ; and moſt ſhamefully quib- 
les in order to evade them. 

But theſe Arguments being alledg'd againſt him 
ſhow that his zferences | for he has nothing but 
bſerexces to urge] from the Words of Scripture and 
Wtiquity cannot be right Concluſions, as being con- 
aictory ro Reaſon, they are both fair and to the 
furpoſe: And how low an Opinion ſoever Dr. V. 
W expreſs*'d of Reaſon in this Controverſy, | which 
„oss plainly that he is afraid of it] yet Tam of 
- Woinion, and think I have ſhown that mere abſtract 
© W6zlon, diſtin& from the Conſideration of Scripture 
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their Strength, in the Point in which he thinks iz mf 


(4) 


and Antiquity, way be apply'd to this Controverſy 
and that it may be, and is prov d that Dr. 15 
Notion is inconſiſtent with it. So that I own 
was ſomewhat ſurpriz'd, tho* not without bein 
pleas'd at the ſame time, that Dr. . ſhould vend 
ture to propoſe his Notion to be try'd and debated 
upon Principles of Reaſon ; and that he ſhou'd giv 
his Adverſaries Leave, and even challenge them # | 


certainly lies, * namely, in the Queſtion of the Paci 
lity of his Notion ; all the Arguments relating ti 
which he had hitherto deſpis d, or ſhamefullf 
evaded. 4 
This Handle which the Dr. bad! given (boaſtinf 
at the ſame time of Victory before hand) I wil 
glad to take; for altho' I knew that if Dr. N 
Notion was in itſelf poſſzble, it had been neverth& 
leſs ſufficiently prov'd to be falſe, as being inconlF 
ſtent with Scripture and Antiquity; yet I doubted ne 
but it might be ſhown to be abſolutely impoſſib1 
upon the moſt plain and certain Principles of Renſol | 

On this Account I accepted his Challenge; an 
provd in a plain, eaſy, and ſtrict ee 
way, that his Notion was inconſiſtent with the hr 
and fundamental Principles of natural Religion; co 
tradictory to itſelf in many Reſpects, and neceflarilf 
ended in Tritheiſm, which is the ſame as Atheiſm 
That whilſt he pleaded for his miſtaken Notion q 


the Divinity of Chriſt, he really deſtroy'd both thah | 


and the Divinity of the one God and Father of all, ul 


_ — 9 — 


* FY Defen, p. 526, 527. 


FJ 


ir above all, by deſtroying the Unity. I further 
fhow'd, that his Notion was repugnant to the 
whole Tenor of Scripture and Antiquity, in relation 
to the Generation and [carnation of the Son of God; 
the one of which he has reduc'd to a mere Mode of 
Exiſtence in the Father, or a temporal Manifeſtation, 
xc. and the other to a mere Phantom or Appearance; 
ſo that Chriſtianity is totally overthrown by his No- 
tion, as well as natural Religion. 

Laſtly, to cut ſhort the Argument betwixt him 
and his Adverſaries with Reſpe& to Antiquity ; I 
how'd him that his Pretences of the Son's Conſub- 
ſtantiality, Eternity, neceſſary Exiſtence, and having 
Creative Powers, on the Suppoſition of which he 
builds his Hypotheſis, were either very falſe, or 
very inconcluſive : For upon the Principles of An- 
tient Philoſophy, neither Conſubſtantiality, Eternity, 
having Creative Powers, or even neceſſary Exiſtence 
tlelf, was thought to infer an Equality with the 
one God, or Supremacy of Power and Dominion ; but 
on the contrary might exiſt in a Being ſuppos'd to be 
inſcrior and ſubjet to the one Supreme God, and 
whoſe perſonal Subſiſtence was even created. 

But more particularly I ſhew'd the Dr. that 
whatever Notion the primitive Chriſtians had of 
the Conſub/taitiality of the Son | tho' not one, whoſe 
Writings are extant, ever expreſly makes mention 
of it, but Tertullian, and that in a very low Senſe, 
as being a mall part of the Father's Subſtance, to 
whom he might add Lactantius, if he thought him 
of any Advantage] yet neither theſe or any other 
Writer ever infer'd from this, or any other Character 


of 
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of the Son, that he was the one God Supreme, or equa] 
to the Father in Authority, Power, or Dominion, byt 
the contrary. 

2. Neither was any ſuch thing ever infer'd by 
the Antients, from their Notion of the Son's Eter- 
nity, which was no more than a Proæval Duraticn, 
or ante-mundane Exiſtence, without any Limitation of 


time; and which, unleſs it meant an wnoriginated | 


Duration of Exiſtence (from which they expreſſy 
diliinguiſh'd it) was always believ'd to be, and 
certainly really is conſiſtent with all poſſible Subor- 


dination and Subjection of the Son to the Father: 


And nothing can be more weak and unreaſonable 
than for Dr. V,. to urge this as an Argument for 
his Notion, not daring at the ſame time to affirm 


that the Son is (tho' his Notion really ſuppoſes 


him to be) wnoriginated. 

3. The neceſſary Exiſtence of the Son is the moſt 
plauſible Plea for the Dr's Opinion; but that is ſo 
far from being taught by any antient Chriſtian 
Writer, that Dr. V. infers it in a moſt monſtrouſly 


abſurd manner from them, whilſt they are inculca- I 
ting in the plaineſt and moſt expreſs Words the con- 


trary Doctrine of the Son's Generation, (his ante- mun- 
dane and higheſt Generation) by the Will and Purpoſe 
of God the Father: Dr. NV. all the time betraying 
ſo great Ignorance and Unacquaintedneſs with an- 
tient Books, as rot to know or conſider, that zeceſſary 
Exiſtence and Selfexiſtence is the ſame thing, un- 
queſtionably the ſame in itſelf, and was ſo under- 


ſtood by the moſt antient Writers, whether Heather 
or Chriſtian. 


Laſtly, 


(7 
Laſtly, the Creative Powers of the Son, were 
aways underſtood and expreſs'd to be (v 2a) 
Miniſterial, not | &vJ&vTim#] Authoritative, Original or 
Spreme 3 and the Antients were ſo far from inferring 
hence the Son to be the Supreme God and Maker of 
i Things, that they never ſcruple expreſly to 
reach that he was created. So weak or utterly 
e is every Ground on which Dr. V. builds his 
BY Notion, that one might (not without Reaſon) 
ndge from theſe Pleas which he conſtantly urges, 
ud which are all he has to offer, that he either 
W vcr well read or rightly underſtood one antient 
W Book at all. 
= A! this was bricfly offer'd in a Letter to him, 
wich, I perceive by his laſt Pamphlet, he receiv'd 
md read: But whether he repented of having 
nde his Challenge, or did not intend a Challenge, 
ut only a Flouriſ to go handſomly oft with, hoping 
at no Body wou'd mind it, be beſt knows. But 
: nkead of defending himſelt on the Points propoſed 
By himſelf, he falls into a violent Paſſion, and calls 
Ws very hard Names. 

Firſt, he brands us with the Name of * Arians, 
ich he knows is with many. (who judge by 
Janes more than by Things) one of the moſt 
dious Characters. But if he wou'd tell what he 
tans by A iaus, he wou'd either ſhew that he 
Lows not what an Arian is, or that his Charge of 
Falle, (on thoſe who inſiſt not on, nay, 2 
ncemn thoſe who do inſiſt on the particular Tenets 
} 4rians) is a moſt injurious Calumny. 
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Next, he goes a Strain higher, and ſays ; we ce 
reſolute in our Oppoſition to the Faith of Chriſt, (tho 
that is what we contend for, and wou'd gladly 
| ſpend our earneſt Breath in the Defenſe of it) % 
pheming his Godhead, (which we moſt humbly adore)fl 
| impugning his Worſhip, (to which we devote both 
our Souls and Bodies) and deſpiſing every kind Offer off ; 
Inftruttion or Exhortation to convince or reclaim 1, q 
(tho we make the Scripture the only Rule of our 
Belief, and deſire not to be wiſe above what is wine) : 
Thus Dr. W. appeals to the Prejudices and Paſ- 
fons of the vulgar and ignorant; and theſe are the 
Words of this courteous Gentleman, who declares 
he thinks it a much greater Diſgrace to be outdone in Ci- 
wility, than in Argument. Thus this vain and unhappy 
Man | unhappy in his Caaſe, which is certainly one » 
of the worſt and moſt indefenſible in the World; ' 
and ſtill more unhappy in the Spirit with which he h. 
has manag'd it] accuſeth and reviles his Brethren tc 
for maintaining (at leaſt in their own Opinion) the I h1 
Cauſe of God and of true Religion; the Doctrine I f 
of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and of the whole Pri- 
mitive Church ; and for oppoſing his Principles} th 
which (howſoever the Defenſe of them may be 
thought or well intended by him to be a Vindication 
of Chrift's Divinity) are moſt plainly deſtructive 
both of that, and of the Divinity of God the 
Father himſelf, and neceſſarily (tho? to be ſure he 
does not know or conſider it) coincide with and 
infer the Impicty of Tritheiſm; and which um 
doubredl 
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(9) 
doubtedly wou'd have been condemn'd by the whole 
Primitive Church, and even by the Council of Nice 
iſelkt. Yet the Dr- has ſo high and peculiar a Con- 
ceit of his own Performances, as to allow all thoſe 
who are not convinc'd by them, (of what, I think, 
t is impoſſible any reaſonable and unprejudic'd Man 
hou'd ever be convinced) no better a Charactet 
than that of Deſpiſers of every kind Offer of Inſtruction. 

Theſe are the weak and paſſionate Efforts of an 
mpotent and baffled Adverſary; who, as ſoon as 
his ſecond Defenſe appear'd, I ſaw had done reaſoning ; 
and now is carried forth to ſuch an Height of 
Ferceneſs and Railing, that it may be thought un- 
merciful to urge him any farther. 

I ſhall not therefore take upon me {| indeed it 
were a Pity that any one ſhou'd | to conſider every 
wak and i//-atur d thing which Dr. V. has ſaid in this 
his farther Vindication. But ſince he hath vouchſafed 
to take a little notice of the Remarks publiſh'd againſt 
his ſecond Defenſe ; and to attempt an Anſwer to 
ſome Parts. of them; and hath withal inſiſted on 
kreral things which were argued againſt him in 
them: J ſhall preſume to offer a few farther Remarks 
upon ſuch Parts of the Dr's farther Vindication, as 
either are alledg'd in Anſwer to my former Remarks, 
or relate to the Arguments which are debated in 


them, 


The Dr. begins his indication, with bringing up 
all his ſtale Pretences which had been confuted 
over and over. | 


C I. The 


(10) f 

* 1- The Charge of his Adverſaries making two f 
Geds, one ſupreme, and another inferior: Which is a 
Soleciſm in Language; for tuo Gods ate in Propriety 3 
of Speech, in the Account of Religion, and in the 
Senſe of the Ancients, two unoriginated, two co-ordinate, I 
two equal, two ſupreme God,; if the Son is prov'd to 
be inferior or ſubos dinate to the Father, he cannot 
with the Father make tuo Gods. If the Dr. will 
{till have it that a ſubordinate Perſon deriva from 
and. ſubject to the one God, which ſubordinate per- 
ſon is yet alſo ſtil'd God, is another God, and with © 
the one God the Father makes tuo Gods, he mult 
reply (not to his Adverſaries) but to thoſe Scrip- 
tures which mention many Gods, But I have prov'd R 


; 
. 
b 
4 
; 


againſt him, that his Notion, and his ozly, makes 
two Gods ſtrictly and properly ſpeaking, J tuo ſu-® 
preme co-ordinate Gods. And this Charge is truly un- E 
ſupportable to the Dr's Notion, and muſt at laſt 
fatally ſink it. g 
2. He pretends his Adverſaries have not got over | 
the Difficulty of ſuppoſing the Son and Holy Gheſt to le 
Creatures, in direct Oppoſition to Scripture aud Antiquity. | 
This is nothing but a poor Quibble upon the 
Word Creature, which is ambiguous, and which I? 
prov'd at large to be no more a Difficulty in the 
Notion ? 
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* Pag. 4. | 

J Remarks, p- 14, 15, 16, 24, 25, 26. And Novat. equals 
inventi duos Deos merito reddidiſſent non geniti, —f1 inviſibilis 
fuiſſet cum inviſibili (Patre) collatus, par expreſſus ſi incom- | 
prehenſibilis, ſi & cætera quzcunq; ſunt Patris; merito dici- 
mus, duorum Deorum, quam iſti confingunt, controverſiam ſul- 
citaſſet, c. 31. 1 Pag. 4. 
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Notion of Dr. N- Adverſaries, than in his own 
Notion 3 and if Dr. V. pleaſes to look into Anti- 
ity, which he ſeems here at leaſt to have not con- 
der d; he will find that almoſt all the Antients to 
Man thought that the Scripture did ſtile the Son a 
Creature ; and they themſelves never ſcruple to ſtile 
the Son and Spirit Creatures, meaning [not that 
they are made like unto us, or like the ordinary 
Creatures vulgarly ſo call'd] but that they were 
mduc'd or deriv'd in an ineffable manner by the in- 


: comprehenſible Power and Mil. of the one God and 


Father of all, who is above all, This Dr. M's Ad- 


Y icrſaries. had unanſwerably ſhown in many“ Paſſa- 
Jes of the Reply to his firſt Defenſe, to which others 


might be added; and to theſe the. Dr. has not 
attempted any Reply, | for I call his Defence of his 
12th Query, wherein this Matter was to be conſi- 
der d, no Reply, but a mere Duſt of Words quite 
ſoreign to the Purpoſe ] nor can he ever reply, un- 
leſs it be as he does to all other things, by Diſtinc- 
tous and Evafions, and ſhowing that (if poſſible) 
Words have no meaning; and ſo, that Creation and 
Creature is the ſame as Generation and Son; and Ge- 
ration and Son the ſame as neceſſary or ſelf Exiſtence, 
and the one God and Father of all: And by ſuch a 
way as this, he can prove any Thing to be any Thing 
But if the Dy, wou'd argue reaſonably and fairly, 
he might be ſenſible there is no anſwering to this 
Point; and that they, who were as zealous for the 
Honour and Divinity of the Son as Dr. VV, can be, 

C 2 wou'd 
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* See Reply, P. 325 —336. 
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wou'd never have declared his Subordination and &. 
jection to the Father in ſuch ſtrong Terms as to file B 
him Creature, if they had not thought it neceſtry þ 
to maintain the alone Supremacy of the God and 
Father of all, and to preſerve the Unity. To renew 1 
this Charge therefore betrays either great * Weak- 2 
neſs, or ſomething worſe. : 
3- He wants Satisfaction about Chriſt being Crea- 
tor and Creature too; f when he knows that Chriſt is 
neither in Scripture, or by the Antients ever under- 
ſtood to be Creator, but only as being (not the Su- 
preme Maker of all things, not the one God of whom | 
are all things) but the Perſon by whom, (through whoſe © 
Miniſtration) are all things: And this in the very 
Nature of Grammar ſhows the Subordination and Sul- 
jeion of the Son in the Work of Creation; and 
Dr. W. himſelf owns that the Son acted a miniſterial 3 
Part, and executed the Orders and Commands of the Fu- 
ther : All which demonſtrates that the Son's creative 
f Powers are not ſupreme, and that he is not Creator 
in the Senſe in which the one God of whom are al | 

| Things is Creator; he is the Miniſter, Agent, and Ex- 
| ecutor of the il of the Sover eg Creator, and Lord of ® 
all, But what can a Man do in Dr. Vs Condi- Þ 
tion, (if he is reſolv'd not to be convinc'd) but 0 
repeat the ſame ſtale things, tho' they had been . 
conſider'd and confuted a thouſand times? 1 
1 proceed: A principal Charge againſt Dy. Neis 
Not ion is; that it takes away the natural and neceſ- 
fary e of the one God and Father of all, his 
Supremacy | 


— 
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Gpremacy of Authority and Dominion, on which, 
according to the univerſal Voice of Reaſon, and the 
{| Principle both of natural and reveal d Religion, 
and the unanimous Doctrine of the antient Church, 
the Unity of God is founded. On this alone Supre- 
nac) the Scripture places the abſolute Irvi/bility of 
the Father, on which account it was impoſſible for 
im either to be ſent or be incarnate 3; and the Viſi- 
bility, Miſſion, and Incarnation of the Son, who 


was ſent in our Fleſh to do the Father's Will: On 
OY this Supremacy the primitive Church inſiſted ſo far, 
ss to affirm it to be impoſſible, abſurd, ſenſeleſs, and 


ian, to ſay that [& beog rd Faw] the God ſupreme 


_ all, or God the Father, cou'd be an Ange! or 


Meſſenger, be viſible, ſent or become incarnate and 


%%; and that it was in the Name and by the Au- 
hority of the Father, that the Y/ord or Son of God 


luſtain'd all theſe Characters. This Supremacy of the 
rather, and Subjeftion of the Son to him, Dr. VJ. 
will not allow to be natural or eſſential, but ſays it 
merely contingent and precarious, might not have 
been, and may ceaſe to be; f and every where inſiſts 
nat the Son is equally ſupreme and independent Ged ;; 
Mad and co-ogdinate in Nature, and in every Per- 
{on * So that the Father, as Father, has in himſelf 
o more Authority over the Son, than the Son has 
wer the Father; and that the Son's acting a miniſterial 
fart does not proceed from the inhzrent Sovereign- 
y and Dominion of the Father, but from the vo- 
tary Agreement and Concert of the Son with him, 


as 


| ä 
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as another ſupreme independent Agent; which volun- 
gary Agreement the Dr. calls the Oeconomy. 

But this Notion of the Oeconomy is a mere 
groundleſs Imagination and Fiction; and ſhows that 
the Dr. who boaſts ſo much of his Knowledge of 
the Antients, and comparatively deſpiſes his Adver- ® 
ſaries, really knows little of this Matter. 4 

There is not a Word of any ſuch mutual Agre- 
ment and Concert (which the Dy. perpetually talks of 
as if it was a known thing] to be met with amongſt } 
the Antients ; nothing that ſounds or looks like it. 
The Oeconomy was underſtood (as the Word im- 
ports) to be the Oeconomy, Diſpenſation or Gover- | 
ment, not of the Father and Son together, as two 
equal independent ſupreme Perſons come to Terms of 
Agreement ; but of the Father only, who, by Vertue 
of his anderivd ſupreme Authority, manifeſted and : 
ſent his Son into the World, to act as his Miniſter, 
in his Name, and by his Authority; to execute bis | 
Orders, Will, and Commandments, and to become at 
laſt, in Obedience to him, incarnate and paſſible, in 
which the Oeconomy was conſummated. In this 
Oeconomy the Father's (4udevria) ſupreme Majeſty, 3 
Diguity and Honour was diſplay'd ; and the [vd vwygerr Þ 
#0» ] Miniſtration and Subjection of the Sun to him YN © 
was ſet forth; who, by the Father's Sovereign Au- 
thority and Will, as an obedient Son, as an Angel I! 
and Meſſenger, did thoſe things which it was not only 
mncongruous,but abſolutely impoſſible both in the Nature JJ | 
of things, and as being derogatory to his Supremacy, IN | 
for the Father, for the one God and Father of al, 


to do in his own Perſon. Had the Antients thought 
that 


. 
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dat this Oeconomy was the mere mutual Concert and 
erement of two equally ſupreme 3 and that there- 
fore it was in itſelf poſſzble (as the Dr. pre ſumptu- 
cſly affirms) that the Father himſelf might have 
ated the miniſterial Part in Obedience to the Son; 
night have been wvi/ible, ſent, and at laſt incarnate 
nnd paſſible : Had the Ancients, I ſay, been of Dy. 
„s Opinion, wou'd they have ſtil'd it“ ſenſeleſs, 
OY | abſurd, & impious, J atheiftical, and “ diabolical 
OY Blaſphemy, to aſcribe all theſe things to the Father, 
c to the one God over all; and yet think it congruous, 
moper and pious, to aſcribe them to the Son, if they 
id thought the Son equally the one God over all; 
nd cqually ſupreme with the Father? I deſire Dr. 
, to look again into the Ancients, before he offers 
IF this Pretence any more. Or let him conſult Biſhop 


IF Bl and Pearſon, who have more truly and ingenu- 
ouſly ſpoke the Senſe of the Ancients in this Matter, 
than Dr. W. has, tho* they have not ſpoke their 
IF full Senſe. 


The Words of Biſhop Bul are very remarkably 
5 oY different from Dr. Ns Notion in this Point. 
: in 
18 , 


1 Y Juſt. Mart. Dial. cum Tryp. P. 73. edit. Gr. Apol. 2. 
. 151. 

ly | Novat. c. 26. Euſeb. Hiſt. Eccles. c. 2. P. 4. Dem. Evang. 
rel lib. 1. p. 11. 

* 6 Synod, Antioc. adv. P. ſam o Sat. 

ut © Eufeb. de Eccles. Theol. lib. 2. c. 4. 

* Tertul, ady. Prax. C. 1, | 
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cc t In their Opinion ( {peaking of the Antiens mi 

* yerſally) Gd the Father never was nor ever cou ; 
* be ſeen of any one, no, not even by any aſſum'd 
* Symbols (or Repreſentation of his Preſence.) 
* He having xo Original, is ſubje& to none; and 
can no more be ſaid to be ſent, than to be % 
teten by another. On the contrary the Sn of Gd, 


« as being begotten of God the Father, does on that 


* for him to be ſent, than to be begotten of th 
* Father.” In which Words *tis obſervable how! 
greatly the learned BiſhopÞ Notion of the Oecaom 


diſagrees with Dr. Ns. The Biſhop gives it for the 
| unanimous Opinion of the Antients, not only that 
the Father was not vi/ible, (tho' poſſible to have been 


ſo, as Dr. N. thinks) but that it was impoſſible fot 
him to have been ſeen : The Reaſon of which! 
follows (not as Dr. V, pretends, becauſe it was 


otherwiſe voluntarily agreed) but becauſe the Father! 
being unoriginate was ſubje to none; it was an In- 
ſtance of Subjection, of which the Father, the Originals 
and Fountain of all Power, (.s the Biſhop preſently 


adds) was not naturally capable; who cou'd ro 


more? 


% 


Ex ipſorum (veterum) Sententia, Deus Pater à nemine} 
unquam, ne per aſſumptas quidem ſpecies viſus eſt, aut vide 
Tote... A nullo ille ortus principio nulli ſubjectus eſt: nequ? 
magis ab alio miſſus, quam ab alio natus dici poteſt. Con- 
tra lius Dei, qua ex Deo Patre natus eo certe- nomine Pay 
tri ſuam omnem Auctoritatem acceptam refert ; neque mi- 
nus ipfi Jonorißcum 4 Patte mitti, quam ex Patre naſci. De- 


fen. F. N. Sec. 4. C. Zo 


Account certainly owe all his Power to the Father 
as received from him: Nor is it leſs honourable? 


(17) 

more be ſent than he cou'd be begotten; i. e. 
cou'd not be ſent, not by Vertue of an Agreement to 
the contrary merely, (tho otherwiſe, Dr. V. thinks, 
leb might have been ſent) but cou'd not be ſent, 
becauſe it was as naturally and neceſſary impoſſible for 
him to be ſent as to be begotten, which latter Dr. 
V himſelf allows was naturally impoſſ;ble : And this 
utural Impoſſobility of the Father's being ſent was foun- 
&d in his Supremacy,in his being the Fountain and Ori- 
ral of all Power, which being deriv'd to the Son, 


Y whoſe Nature alſo was deriv'd from the F arher, 


made the Miſſion, not only compatible to the Son; 
but (as the Biſhop concludes) made it as honourable 
for him to be the Father's Meſſenger, as to be his 
Son; making the Son's Miſſion as natural as his 
Generation. Biſhop Pearſon alſo ſpeaks excellently 
to this Purpoſe. 

We muſt not ſo far endeavour to involve our- 
* ſelves in the Darkneſs of this Myſtery, as to deny 
* that Glory which is clearly due unto the Father ; 
© whoſe Preeminence undeniably cenſiſts in this, that 
he is God, not of any other, but of himſelf ; and 
that there is no other Perſon who is God, but is 
God of him. It is no Diminution to the Son, to 


gay he is from another; for his very Name im- 


ports as much. But it were a Diminution to the 
(c C 
Father, to ſpeak ſo of him: And there muſt be 


J © ſome Preeminence, where there is Place for De- 
J. rogation.,” Creed, p. 35. 


=; Hilury 


C10 ) 

Hilary himſelf ſays; * © Who will refuſe to ac- | 
knowledge that the Father is ſuperior (to the 
Son) he that is anbegotten to him who is begorten, 
which ſhows this Superiority was underſtood to : 
be natural] the Father to the Son, he that ſendeth | 
to him that is ſent, he that commands to him who | | 
obeys?” 1 
Baſil alſo acknowledgeth a Superiority, a natural 
Superiority of the Father to the Son in Dignity and 
Honour, as being the Original and Cauſe of the urs 
Exiſtence. | 
Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria inſiſts upon 
the ſame natural Preeminence of the Father to the 
Son: And Tertullian carries it to a much higher | 
Pitch, when he ſays, ſpeaking of the Father, and 
his only begotten Word; tf © That which is 2 
* begotten is more puiſſant than that which is legt. 
« ten; and that which is anmade is more powerful} 
than that which is made: For that which needed 
ce no Original of its Exiſtence, will be much ſupe- | 
* rior] 
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* Quis patrem non potiorem confitebitur, ut ingenitum af 
genito, ut patrem a filio, ut eum qui miſerit ab eo qui mil- 
{us eſt, ut volentem ab ipſo qui obediat? de Trinit, lib. 3 

| Tate piv drvrrpO» \6 yer] ot walgge, ini dr ines 1 0 a 
er; aN Yi Th Gr G 5 rang. Adv. Euum. lib. 3. p. 73. Aud 
again, Ti y lib. 4. p. 100. ! 


*r TN A Eoavintae mulgt ,L & i gurhaxTicw jwundira Ty h J' 
4b Toy 4#Tior Aigotlac. Epiſt. apud Theod. | 7 

+} Innatum nato fortius, & quod infectum facto validivs: | 10 
quia quod ut eſſet nullius eguit auctoris, multo ſublimius | 
erit eo, quod, ut eſſet, aliquem habuit auctorem. Adv. Her- | 
mog. c. IS, | 
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© rior to that which had a Cauſe of its Exiſtence-" 
py which he ſhows, in very ſtrong Terms, his No- 
ion of the natural Superiority of the Father to the 
on, which Dr. V, conſtantly denies. Any one 
rho is the leaſt vers'd in Antiquity, cannot but 
ſerve, that it is the conſtant, univerſal and unva- 
able Doctrine of the Primitive Church to place 
he Unity of God in the unoriginated Dominion of 
he Father (as Biſhop Pearſon alſo hath obſerv'd) ; 
he Paternity itſelf was always thought to imply a 
kblimity and Authority, which the Son had not, and 
o which he was ſubjef7 : And upon account of the 
bf-origimation, the Father was taught to be greater 


Ind more excellent than the Son, in Deity, in Nature, 
In Dominion and Power ; and to be his Lord and his 
bad: On the ſame Account alſo, the Father only 
aas worſhip'd as the one ſupreme God, and all the 
I Vorſhip of the Son was founded in his Mill and 


dppointment, and always underſtood to be directed 


nally to the Glory of God the Father, as St. Paul 


peaks, Phil. 2. 11. All which is inconteſtable Evi- 


WM &nce, that the Supremacy of the Father, and his 
JW periority to the Son, was ever look'd upon by the 
FYitients (agreeably to Scripture and the Reaſon of 
Things) as natural and neceſſary ; as being the natu- 
and neceſſary Conſequent of the Unoriginateneſs of 
Ie Father, and of the Originateneſs of the Son, 
(which Dr. M himſelf allows to be natural and 
Y'&/ary, P. 38.) and not to be founded on any vclun- 
n Agreement and Concert of the Son with the Fa- 
der, as another equal, independent ſupreme Agent: 
Hence alſo it plainly follows in the Reaſon of the 


D 2 thingy 
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may learn, (what he has not at all conſider d, and 


(20) | 


thing, as well as from the Evidence of Fa, that 
the Antients believ'd the Origination and Exiflence of 


the Son to proceed from the Mill, and voluntary 


Power of the Father ; otherwiſe they. wou'd not, 2 


(as in Reaſou they cou'd not) have placed the Unit, 


in the divine Paternity ; and attributed any Supremacy | 
or Superiority to the Father above the Son, in Re- 


ſpect of his being the [yy beoTyTos | Fountain of the 


Deity; the | 4p4, nat dri 78 vis | Original and Cauſe, 


of the Exiſtence of the Son. Hence farther Dr. V. 4 


is perpetually confounded in) the Reaſon why the 


Titles of [ 0 Geog rd d, unus Deus, &c. God ſu- 
P eme over all, the ene God, &c. are perpetually us d 


and underſtood by the Antients to ſignify the ſame 
as the [ TarTyp TTνο Gu, dtavrw, Deus, pater] 


Father of all, or God the Father; namely, becauſe of 
the natural Supremacy and Dominion of the Father, 


founded neceſſarily in his anoriginated Nature; and 


his being Author and Cauſe, the real and voluntary 
Cauſe of the Exiſtence of all other Beings, and 


even of the Sou and Spirit. 


In Oppolition to all which, to Scripture, Antiquity, 
and the Reaſon of things, Dr. V. pretends, with-| 
out any Evidence either from the Antenicene or! 
Niceze Church, (even the moſt eminent Petri. 
cenes differing from him in this Point alſo, and: 
many the moſt learned Moderns, Bull, Pearſan, 
&c.) that the Father has no natural Supremacy, no 
natural Pouer, Authority or Superiority over the Son; 
and that his Uzorigizateneſs is only a Sur of 


mere Order, his be ing prior in Conception; * in Order f 
Cauſality, N 


* Pag. 44. 


(21) 
cauſality, he alſo allows, if it be underſtood, in the 


dd Senſe of Cauſality reſde Ting emanative neceſſary 
Cauſes ; which is neither indeed the old Senſe, or any 


Sſe : In ſhort, Dr. I. will not admit the Supre- 
nac) of the Father's Unoriginateneſs, which is natural 


ud neceſſary, to be any Perfeftion, but only to be a 
ve Mode of Exiſtence. f Nor the Generation of 


the Son to be any real Derivation or Emiſſion of 


being from the Father; or to imply in it any Sub- 


dination of Nature, or Power ; but to be only 


nother Mode of exiſting, a mere Relation of Order. 
Thus Dr. V, in the moſt abſurd and contradictory 


ranner, in the neceflary Conſequence of his Notion, 


both deſtroys the Unity of God, by denying the natu- 
"Yd! and neceſſary Supremacy of the Father in Autho- 


ity and Dominion; and making the Son another 


CY weeſarily exiſtent, independent ſupreme Agent, and Go- 
ernor of the World, co-ordinate to the Father in 


Deity, and all eſſential Pei fections; and at the ſame 


ume expreſſeth this his Ditheiſn in ſuch a manner, 
to blind his Reader's Eyes from ſeeing that he 
Jakes away the Unity) as in Words at leaſt to make 


tne Son the ſame Perſou with the Father; aſſerting 


ud inſiſting that there is no Difference of the Son 
Ind the Father in Nature, Deity, and Perfections, 


mat they are the ſame, individually the ſame in both; 


Id that they differ in nothing but in Originateneſs 


and Unoriginateneſs, which, (tho' a very great Difte- 
ker.ce in the Opinion of the Antients) is with Dr. 
I” nothing but a Difference i in mere abſtract Rela- 


tion, 


66 
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tion, or Mode of Exiſtence, which Biſhop Bull himſelf | 


expreſly affirms to be“ Sabellianiſm. 


Dr. & having reduc'd to nothing the natural and 
real Supremacy of the one God and Father of all, who is 
above all, which is the Foundation of the Unity, and ©? 
the firſt Principle both of natural and reveal'd Reli- 
gion; inſtead of it, he ſets up a figurative, imagi- 
nary, and merely theatrical Supremacy, which he calls 
a Supremacy of Office, f and Oeconomical ; and by a | 
mere Fiction founds it in a ſuppos'd voluntary Agree- | 
ment and Concert between the Father and the Son; 
wherein the Son conſents, (tho' equal in Authority 


and Power with the Father) to act a miniſterial Part 
for a while ; to be the Father's Miniſter and Agent, 
and execute his Orders, and at laſt become incarnate : 
To this time the Father was to be alone ſupreme; 
but aſterwards the Son's Miniſtration was to ceaſe ; 
and the Father was to deliver up to him that King- 


the Supremacy of it was to devolve to the Son ; and 


in Chriſt's mediatorial Kingdom; nor is to have 
any to the end of the World; and therefore he ex- 


dom in which he had from the beginning of the 4 


World acted [by the Son's Leave] as ſupreme, and 
+ 
(according to Dr. N) the Father has no Power 


$ 
Ho 
{ 
7 


preſly ſays, that the Father's Dominion is not yet ple- 


nary and over all things, J and refers to 1 Cor- 15. : 


28. And at the end of the World, it ſeems, the 
Oeconomy | f 


— *1 


— — 


* Addo ego Perſonam fine Eſſentia concipi non poſſe, : 
niſi ſtatueris A067 8. in divinis nihil alind eſſe quam me- 
rum T2;7y rf e, quod plane Sabellianum eſt. De. | 


F. N. lib. 4. P. 439. 
1 Pag. 9. J 2d. Defen. Pag. 81. 
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OY (economy is entirely to ceaſe ; and then Father and 
I are neither of them to be alone ſupreme, but 


both to exerciſe their equal inhærent and natural Fu- 
premacy and Independency of Dominion over all things. 
This is Dr. H--s Scheme, as I take it, which I re- 
fer to any reaſonable or ſerious Perſon to conſider, 


{I whether it is the Religion of Chriſt taught in the 


* 
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Hyipture, and profeſs'd by the Primitive Church; 


ind whether it is or can be conſiſtent with Reaſon, 


and the Principles of natural Religion. 
Beſides further, as the Dr's Oeconomy is merely 
fitious and chimarical ; ſo the two Words Supre- 


nac and Office, as put together by Dr. W. are really 
wo Blunders. 


1. It is a Blunder to talk of Supremacy of Office in 
regard to God ; the ſupreme God can have no Office. 


Y Office in the Nature of it ſuppoſes Subordination, and 


the Perſon inveſted with it to be delegated, to be not 
ſupreme, 

2. 'Tis abſurd to talk of Supremacy, without ad- 
1 ſome Powers, Authority, or Dominion to be- 
long to the Perſon alone, who is ſupreme The very 


_ Notion of Supremacy carries along with it perſonal, 


nommunicable Power, Authority, Dominion and Supe 
rity over all others, without which Supremacy is a 
nere empty Name, is nothing real. Laſtly ; to ſup- 
pole the Supremacy of the one God and Father of all, 


% 5 above al, to be nothing in Nature, nothing 
tra! or efential to his Perſon, but founded merely 
In the voluntary Agreement of the Son, is not only a 
ere inverted Hypotheſis, an abſurd Vnagination, but 
F* Notion directly tending to Vreligien and Impiety. 


And 


— ] 7 * 
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And for Dr. V. IO to affirm and inſiſt that the 
neceſſary Exiſtence of the Son, [on which he places 
his Supremacy of Nature and Power | is a certain, plain, 
Catholic Tenet, always and univerſally believed by the Chuy- * 
ches of Chriſt, * without being able to alledge the leaſt 3 
Evidence of it from any one antient Writer in the 
World; and in point blank Contradiction to the 
numerous expreſs Sentiments of Antiquity for 300 
Tears; as well as in Oppoſition to Scripture and the? 
plain Reaſon of things: This, I ſay, is ſuch an hardy 
and ſhameleſs Aſſertion of a manifeſt Untruth, (nay 
of what is altogether impoſſible to be true) as} 
muſt greatly ſhake the Credit and Teſtimony of the 
Man that ſpeaks it in other things, | 
Co-eternity 1s another Character which Dr. 17 5 
here, and frequently elſewhere, roundly and without 
bluſhing aſcribes to the Son, as a Catholick Tenet 
always and univerſally believ'd : And yet no one Writer 
extant for three Centuries ever attributes Co-eternity® 
to the Son; and many, whoſe Writings are _ 
expteſly deny it; nay, Dr. V. himſelf owns con 
cerning many of the Antients, that the Word, wha 
Co-eternity was aſſerted by them, was not confider d pre- 
eiſelj under the Formality of a Son: f i. e. It was conſi 
der'd (he might as well have ſaid) by them, cither 
as a mere internal Property or Attr 12 5 of God the 
Father; or as another unbegotten Perſon ; and * 
may take which Notion he pleaſes, or find a Mey 
dium if he can: So little does the Dr. conſider what 
he ſo peremptorily aſſerts. 4 


A 
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(EI) | 
The Truth is (as hath bits” obſerv'd before) 
the | Eternity of the Son, as that ſignifies an 
arte-mundane Exiſtence without any Limitation of 
Time or Duration, may be (and is all that can 
TY with Truth be) allow'd to have been believ'd by the 
TY 4rtients. But as no Conſequence in Reaſon can 
| J hence be drawn for the neceſſary Exiſtence or Equality 
os the Son, ſo neither did the Antients ever infer. 
KY his neceſſary Exiſtence or. Equality with the Father 
em it: On the contrary, they unanimouſly pro- 
y esd that the Generation of the Son, tho' it was, as 
8 ſome taught, [ Tf0 TAUITWY Cw, %, pò xc ip av 
e bre al Ages, before infinite Ages, was yet [not neceſ- 
,] but voluntary, was by the Will and Purpoſe of 
„. Cod the Father: And it is very remarkable, that 
ut the great and learned Euſebius, who carried the 
+ Notion of the Son's Exiſtence as high, if not 
er ticher than any other expreſly does; and affirmed 
1 his Generation to be | 4i%7v] eternal; yet at the ſame 
at, time expreſly alſo denies hini to have an eternal Ge- 
; zeratioz in any other Senſe than by the Mill of the 
Wo Father : and makes Eternity, in any other Senſe, 
Jobe the ſame as ſelf Exiſtence; and accordingly 
charges Marcellus, who held the Eternity of the 
Herd in the Senſe of neceſſary Exiſtence,” with making 
the Word unoriginate and J unlegotten. 

Conſubſtantiality is another Character on which Dr. 
Me builds the Son's Supremacy,and alledges it to have 
been a Catholic Tenet, * always and univerſally believ'd : 

lerit was very rarely mention'd 3 and was ſo far from 
he E | being 

1 — 


9 Euſeb, Eccles. Theol. lib. 2. c. 3. 12. * Pag. 8. 
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being thought to infer neceſſary Exiſtence or Supremacy, 3 
either of Nature, or Perfetions, that f Origen, who B 
is thought to be one who taught it, (upon Princi- E 
ples of "Philoſophy, not as a Chriſtian Doctrine) 8 
is alſo upon the ſame Evidence thought to hate 
held the Conſub/tautiality of Angels and humane Souls ; 
and is declared by the molt' zealous Athanafians B 
themſelves to have made the Son a Creature. Ter- 
tulliau is another, who, when a Montaniſt at leaſt, 
taught the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, but yet e- 
preſly makes him a Creature alſo ; and teaches with 
Origen, that the Souls of Men are conſubſtautial with | 
God, F | ex Subſtantia ipſius, ſc. Dei, animatas] that 
their Souls are deriv'd from the Subſtauce of God ; which | 
is very like the Expreſſion of the Nicene Council con- 
cerning the Conſubtantiality of the Son, who hey : 
ſay is ( yevuyBetg--E4 The dias T3 rar pòg] b:gotten of 
the Subſtance of the Father. Dr. W's Pretence that 
Tertullian did not hold the Conſubſtantiality of Souls, ) : 
becauſe he had utterly deny d it af Angels, is groundlels: J 
For in his ſaying that Angels are [tt alieni a Sub- 
ſtantia Patris] ſeparate from the Subſtauce of the Father, 
he does not deny. their Conſubſtantiality with God, 
nor ſuppoſe them to have been made [cx alienaf 
Subſtantia] cut of any other Subſtance but God's; 
but only means that they are not ſo cloſely united 
to God, as his Son and Spirit, He argues that thefſW D 
Oeconomy| th 


T rep dh lib. 1. apud Heron. pid. ad. Avit. 
Ade. Prox. c. 5. 

6 Pag. 100. | — 
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(economy cannot make a Diviſion of the divine Monar- 
thy, as being adminiſter d by the Sou and Spirit, who 
re [tam unicis] ſo much one, ſo much united to 
the Father; ſince it is not divided when admint- 
ter'd by Angels, who are not (tam unicis) ſo much 
me, ſo much united to the Father, but | ram alienis] 
far from any ſuch Union (as the Son and Spirit 
have) with the Subſtance of the Father. This is Tertul- 
kar's Argument, if the Dr. wou'd attend to it. 

Theſe are the Pleas from which Dr V, infers, 
[what the Antients never thought of, but exprelly 
aught the contrary] the nece/ary Exiftence and Spre- 
nacy of the Son, and thereby takes away the Su- 
trenacy of the cue God and Fat er of all, who is abcwe 
a}, and with it deſtroys the Unity. 

The Ground of Dy. I 's Inference for the neceſ- 
ſary Exiſtence of the Son is, that if he is not neceſſa- 
ih-exiſtent, f he exiſts precarionſly and centingentiy; 
and he inſiſts that there is no Medium betwixt 
weſſary Exiſtence, J and precarious Exiſtence. The 
neaning of which [if it has any meaning] is, that 
it the Son is not nexeſſarilhj exiſtent, which is con- 
tary to the evident Reaſen of things, the Senſe of 
Sriptrre, and of all Antiquity, then he exiſts by the 
il, by the voluntary Power and Agency of the Fa- 
ther, is not independent, unoriginated, and of co-ordinate 
Deity and Perfections with the Father; which is 
the unanimous Doctrine of Scripture, and of the 
brimiti ve Church, concurring with the Nature and 
legſen of things: And fo, no doubt, if there is no 

E 2 Medium, 
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Medium, the Exiſtence of the Son is ſo far preca- 
rious as this comes to. Bur ſtill Ju Chriſt is be: 


Jame yeſterday, to day, and for ever, as the Scripture fl : 


teſtifies He has not a precaricus, but an immortal 
and immutable Exiſtence, immutable by the Will of i 
the Father, but not independent of him. The Ex- ( 
iſtence of the Son is no more precarious, than Db 
IF. makes the Supremacy of the one God aud Father of 

all, who is above all, | pardon the Shockingneſs of the h 
Expreſſion, * precarious; | who teacheth that what 
he abſurdly calls the Supremacy of Office, and which i 
is the only Supremacy of Dominion, which, ac 
cording to him, the Father has or can have, is mere ce 
ly ceconomical, not natural or efſeatial; that it de 
pends on the voluntary Agreement ct the Son, and 

in the Nature of things was poſſible not to have t 
been at all, and may cenſe to be: F Nay, on the con 
trary, that the Son might have had the Supremacy u 
and the Father have ated the miniſterial Part, have a 
receid d and obey'd the Orders ot the Son, been incarWtt 
nate and paſj;bl?; and in Conſequence of this On 
womy, (if there is any thing in Dr. & reaſoning 
from the ſuppos d Precarionſueſs of the Son) the cn tit 
God aud Tuther of al, who is above all, might hav 
been ſo precarions, as that the So wou'd have ay 
ro the Father, (which the Aatients, agreeably & | 
Scriptureaflirm the Father to be to the So his Ruler 
his Lord and his Cd; to reward him (as Dr. W. A | 
gues) J if he dies weil, to puniſh him if * he does amiſs 


to do with him according to his Wil and Pleaſure, as ; 
with 


1 3 
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with any other Creature. This may let the Dy. ſee 


regards not where or on whom his Arguments fall, 
if they are but level'd at his Adverſaries ; and 
is willing to give up the Supreme Dominion of the one 
Grd and Father of all, as precarious, rather than 
be depriv'd of the Pretence of his Adverſaries 
making the Son precarious, becauſe they inſiſt that 
he is begotten of the Father, that is, by the Power 
and Will of the Father; and does not exiſt by an 
ndependent Neceſſety of Nature, i. e. is not ſelf-ex- 
ent or unbegotten: The Dr. diſpating all the while 
contrary to all Senſe and Reaſon, that neceſſary 
Exiſteuce is not the ſame as ſelf Exiſtence. 


that there may be Difficulties in reconciling the Equality 
md Supremacy tigether. But as no one Text of Scripture, 
or Teſtimony of any antient Writer ever declares 
the Son to be equal | in Power and Dominion] to 
tie Father, tho' the contrary Doctrine is frequently 
aught in expreſs Terms; fo I know of no Dij- 
feulty, unleſs the plaineſt Ceatradiftions are Difficul- 
ies, which is the only way that the Dy. has of re- 
ucil1zg them together. 


that the charging him with + diſowning the Father's 
laura and neceſſary Supremacy of Dominion at all, 1S 
luquity). He thinks, there is a great deal of Diffe- 
ence between ſaying, that the Father has a natural and 
, Dominion over the Creatures in common with the 


Son 
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the fatal Tendency of his own raſh Words, who 


The Dr. is forc'd after all his Struggles to own, 


In Concluſion of this Argument, the Dr. alledges 


. — 


| Son and holy Ghoſt, and Jaying, that he has no TY 


(30) | 


ral Supremacy of Dominion at all, | 
In the former Part of the Sentence, the Dx. 
drops the Word Supreme before Dominion, as if 


conſcious that he ſhou'd have made a Blunder if : 
he had added it, thereby making Spreme Domi- MY; 
nion common to three Perſons, which is a Contra- WM: 
diction in Terms: And, ſecondly, if the Dr. pleaſes, I: 
there is no Iniquity, but a great deal of Truth, in f 
making a diſowning of the alone ſupreme natural Domi- I: 
nion of the one Gd and Father of all, who is above all, ; 10 
to be a diſowning of his ſupreme Dominion at all. n 
Nothing can be plainer than that, if the one Gl ; gl 
and Father of all, who is above all, is not alone ſupreme, * 
he cannot be at all ſupreme ; there are no Degrees Mer 
nor can be any Communicaticn of Supremacy 3 and if WW = 
two or three Perſons are ſuppos'd to be abſolutely le 
equal in every thing, (in all Power and Dominion) Mc 
tis evident that no one of them is or can be ſu: 
preme in any thing. If this is not Demonſtration, there F. 
is no ſuch thing in Nature. Therefore, if there is: 
any Iniquity, It is in the Dr's thus poorly ende One 
vouring to evade a true Charge of the greateſii i 


Moment, by putting 4 Fallacy upon his careleſs 
and ignorant Reader. rp 

I meet with nothing that belongs to me to con d | 2 
ſider, till I come to Page 21, where the Dr. te 


ſhow that he has not wholly -//7ghred the Remar the 
vouchſafes to take notice of an Argument urg'd 1 Un 
ite 


them againſt his grand Plea of Union of Subſtancy 
which is all he has to depend on to prove that thg 


three divine Perſons, each of which diſtinctly he allow 
| . | « | 
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( 
w be an intelligent acting Subſtance, or an intelligent 
ent, are [ viz, by an inſeparable Union of Sub- 
tance] one individual intelligent acting Subſtance, or 
awe God. 

The Argument offer d againſt his Notion briefly 
z; that if the Union of atting Subſtance made the 
three Perſons one acting Subſtance, owe in Number; 
then the Union of Perſon, which the Dr. himſelf de- 
ines ro be an intelligent Agent or acting Subſtance, 
ind which Union he makes to be as cloſe and inſepa- 
ule as that of Subſtance, muſt for the ſame Reaſon 
nake the three Perſons. to be one Perſon. This At- 
gument the Dr. who is wont to allow as little as 
poſſible to any thing offer'd by his Adverſaries, 
rants to be expreſs'd plainly, and urg d handſomly 
ag h, tho with too much Baaſting ; + and I ſuppoſe, if 


Wi: ſhou'd do it the Honour of a ſecond. Notice, 


te will tell me, Jam grown proud upon it. But 


et eus hear the Di 5 Anſwer. He ſays; tho the Laion 
fie three Perſons (each. Derſoa being Subſtance) makes 
en one Subſtance, het the ſame Union. does; not make them 
oc Per fo His Reaſon is, becauſe Union of Subſtance 


ene hung, and Unity of Perſoa is aucther. But what 


Kked the Dr. quibble thus if he had any thing to 


Wrieply? The Argument is not whether Laion of Sub- 


bre and Unity of Perſen are the ſame; but the Ar- 


zument is, that the Ref of the ſame Union of 
the ſame Thing muſt be the ſame: i. e. if 
Uuon of acting Subſtance makes acting Subſtance, 


ae in Number, the ſame Union of Perſou, which is 


rd 


nothing 
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nothing but afing Subſtance, muſt make one Peru, 
i. e. again, acting Subſtance, one in Number, which s 
the ſame as one Perſon. If the acting Subſtance of 
three is one, one acting Subſtance in Number, becauſe 
of the Union ; then the Perſon, i. e. again the acting 
Subſtance, of three, muſt be one, one Perſon in Num. © 
ber, becauſe of the ſame Union. Again ; the acting 


Subſtance which conſtitutes the Pe ſon of the Father | | 


is no more the acting Subſtance which conſtitutes. | 
the Perſon of the Son or Spirit, than the Perſon of | 
the Father is their Perſons ; tis Union alone which | 
according to the Dr. makes the acting Subſtance of 
Father, Son and holy Ghoſt, all one, one acting 
Subſtance in Number; and therefore the ſame Union 
mult make the Peron, for that is ſtill the ating Sub- | 
ſtance, of Father, Son and holy Ghoſt, all one, one | 
Perſon in Number. Once more, Union (with the 
Dr.) makes ating Subſtance, acting Subſtance, acting 
Subſtance, each (as I obſerv'd juſt now) diſtinct from 
the other, to be one individual acting Subſtance ; mult 2 
not the ſame Union then make Perſe, Perſon, Perſon, ? 
each diſtinct alſo, to be one individual Perſon? And 
this too, ſuppoſing Perſon and acting Subſtance to ? 
be different, and therefore much more (if poſſible) ? 
when they are the ſame. For ſince tis the Union | 
alone that makes the Unity in our Caſe, it muſt do ſo 
in the other, or in any Caſe: For Example; if any 
Kind of Dion cou'd make three Angels, one Angel, 
wou'd not the ſame Kind of Union make three Men, 
one Man; or produce the ſame Effect, the ſame Unity | 
in any other Inſtances? Nothing in the World ( 


think) can poſſibly be plainer than all this. And | 
| | | the | 
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the Dr. himſelf is ſo ſenſible of it, that he allows 
the Argument of the Remarks to be good, in the 


Suppoſition that Perſou and acting Subſtance are equi- 


valent and reciprocal ; which the Author of the Remarks 
(he adds) had Acuteneſs enough to ſee, and therefore fixes 
upon me, unfairly, that very Suppoſition : And refers to 
his Definition of Perſon, but cares not to produce 


the Words which are to ſhow that the Terms are 


nut reciprocal; as knowing very well, no doubt, 


that the Addition which he puts to intelligent Agent, 


or acting Subſtance, namely, having the diſtinctive Cha- 
rafers of I, Thou, He, &c. is nothing to the Pur- 
poſe, nor alters the Argument in the leaſt: And 
if the Terms were really different, I have ſhow d it 
woud ſignify nothing. 

But that the Dr. may not think to come off with 
this Pretence, I'll be at the Trouble to put down 
his whole Definition, (tho', for his own Credit, he 
had much better not have mention'd it, for 'tis a 
rery ſtrange and confus'd one) into the Argument, 
that the Reader may ſce, I have us'd no Unfairneſs, 
[and the Dr's Conſcience might ſmite him when 
he laid it to my Charge] and that the Conſequence 
is ſtill exactly the ſame. 

According to Dr. HW: then, each Perſon is an intel- 
ligent Agent or acting Subſtance, f having the diſtinctive 
Characters of I, Thou, He; aud not divided or diſ- 
tingiſh'd into more intelligent Agents capable of tle ſame 
Characters. Now, { not to repeat what has been 
already ſaid] the Point with him is, how to make the 

F diſtinct 
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diſtinct acting Subſtance, [with the foremention' 


Characters of I, &c.] of Father, Son, and holy 
Ghoſt, to be one acting Subſtance in Number, without 
making it one acting Subſtance in the ſame Senſe, 
as he defines a Perſon to be acting Subſtance, i. e. 


without making it oe Agent, or one Perſon, This 
he thinks is to be done by an inſeparable Union of 


Subſtance : Bur then his inſuperable Difficulty is, 


that whatſoever thing inſeparable Union of ating ; 


Subſtance (with the diſtinctive Characters, &c.) 


makes; the ſame inſeparable Union of Perſon, (1. e. 


again, of acting Subſtance with the diſtin&ive Cha- 


racers, &c.) muſt neceflarily make the ſame thing, 
If the Union of the one makes one individual, nume- 
rical acting Subſtance, the Union of the other muſt 1 


for the ſame Reaſon make one individual, numeri- 


cal Perſon. Union can plainly make no more or no 


leſs Alteration in the acting Subſtance, (having the 


diſtinctive Characters, &c.) than it can make in the 
Perſon, tho (as was obſerv'd) it were different, 


and therefore much more (if poſſible) ſince it is 


the ſame thing · So that if the Subſtance is ſo united, 
that the Diſtinction of the Subſtance of Father, Son, 


and holy Ghoſt ceaſeth; and the acting Subſtance is 


not only undivided, but the acting Subſtance, the ! 


Agency, the Intelligence, &c. of one Perſon, is the in- 


dividual acting Subſtance, the individual Agency, It- | 


telligence, &. of all the three Perſons, and not diffe- 
rent; then are their Perſous demonſtratively one and 


the ſame Perſon. But on the other hand; if in this 


Laion, the acting Subſtance; the Agency, the Iuteli- 


gence, &c. of one Perſon remains, (tho' undivided | 


and 
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and inſeparable) yet individually diſtin& from that 
of the other Perſons; then they are three really 
diſtinct (tho* undivided and inſeparable) individual 
ating Subſtances, Beings, or Agents (with the 


aſtinctive Characters, &c.) i.e. three diſtin Perſons, 


but not otherwiſe. 
And now I will venture to repeat, that let Dr. . 
turn this Argument about in his Head as much as he 


vill, he will find it to be ananſwerable. And if he will 


maintain three diſtin& Perſons, equal, ſupreme, and 


c ordinate in Deity, Nature, Subſtance and Perfections; 
be muſt in Conſequence, how ſhocking ſoever the 
J Notion be, maintain three equal, ſupreme, co-ordinate 


Beings, Subſtances, Agents, i. e. three ſupreme Gods. 


And no Dion can make them literally one individual 
J Subltance, or one God, any otherwiſe than by making 


them one Agent, and one Perſon, i. e. by deſtroying 
the Diſtinction of their Agency, Intelligence, or perſonal 
Properties, I ſhall take notice here once more for 
all, [to avoid endleſs trifling] of the Dr's poor 
Diſtinction of acting Subſtance, and an acting Sub- 


ſance, which is the ſame as the Diſtinction of 


Perſon and a Perſon; as if with him the Perſons 
were not each a diſtin Subſtance, or diſtin Perſon, 
but [as he imagines in his Adverſaries Notion of 
the Omnipreſence] were only Parts or Conſtituents of 
one Subſtance, and one Perſon. But if the Dr. 
will deny, that each Perſon (which he fancitully 
alls acting Subſtance, rather than an acting Sub- 
tance) is a diſtinct ſiugular exiſtent Subſtance or 


J Zing, he muſt be accounted as a perfect Stranger 


to Antiquity, and unavoidably run into Sabelianiſm, 
F 2 the 


(36) 


the very Eſſence of which conſiſted in making the 
three Perſons one individual ſingular exiſtent Sub- 
ſtance or Being, i. e. according to the Catholicks, ane 


Per ſon. 

I have dwelt longer on this Argument than 
was needful, and have preſs'd it, I fear, with too 
much Uneaſineſs to the Dr: But his way of Evaſion, 
and always adding one Shift or another to blind his 
Reader, and elude what he cannot anſwer, in a 
manner oblig'd me to be thus particular and large. 
And now that the Dr. has forc'd me to mention his 


Definition of Perſon, [which, in Favour to him, I 


rook no notice of before] I will make an Obſer- 
vation or two upon it. 

Firſt ; 1t follows from the Dr's Definition, that 
the Words of Scripture, I am the Lord — and there 
is uo God beſide ME; Thou ſhalt worſhip the 
Lord thy God, and H 1M only ſhalt thou ſerve, cannot 
denote more Perſons than one, or include the Tri- 
nity ; becauſe the Texts are ſpoken of an intelligent 
Agent with the diſtinctive Characters 1, Thou, He, 
and which Agent, with the diſtinctive Characters, is not 


divided or diſtinguiſh'd into more intelligent Agents capa- 
ble of the ſame Characters; f tis but one Agent, with 
one J, Him, Me, that is repreſented in the Texts, 


which is the Dr's Definition of a ſingle Perſon» 

2. The Dr. ſays, that the | dz4vbpwrog] God-man 
is a /ingle Perſon ; yet affirming that he is tuo intelli- 
gent Agents, two ating Subſtances : And here comes 


in the Uſe of the latter Part of his Definition, cal- 
culated merely for this Purpoſe, viz. not divided or 


diſtinguiſh s | 
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Iſtinguiſb d into more intelligent Agents capable of the 
ſame Characters, of I, &c. 

Was ever any thing ſo nice as this? So that Chriſt 
is more intelligent Agents than one, yet but one 
Perſon; becauſe the Dr. will have it that one of 
the intelligent Agents | viz. the humane] is not capa- 
ble of the diſtinctive or perſonal Characters of J, &c. 
Whence it follows (according to the Dr.) that 
ſpeaking of the mere Man Jeſus, we cannot ſay that 
Ht imcreasd in Wiſdom, Luc. 2. 52. Nor can we 
lay, as our Lord did, M, a Man that hath told you 
the Truth, Jo. 8. 40. The H, and the M E (accor- 
ding to the Dr.) belong only to the [Myog] Perſon 
of the Word; and the humane intelligent Agent is not 
capable of theſe Characters. 

But is not this a mere invented Hipotheffs ? And 
what Reaſon can the Dr. give that every intelligent 
Agent is not capable of the perſonal Characters? 
That every intelligent Agent in the World ſhou'd 
be a compleat Perſon, except the Man Chriſt Jeſus ; 
that HE only | the Dr. will pardon my not know- 
ing how to ſpeak otherwiſe than by ſaying HE] 
ſhou'd be an incompleat intelligent Agent, wanting 


und not being capable of the Characters which all 


other intelligent Agents, all other Men have. 

Is it not then much more likely to be the true 
Reaſon, why the Scripture repreſents Chriſt to be 
but one J, &c. but one Perſon, that he is but one Per- 
ſon, in the ſame Senſe as all other ſingle Perſons are 
but one Perſon ; than that the Scripture ſhou'd be 
made to ſpeak a Language different from all others, 
and from the common Senſe and Reaſon of Mankind? 


Bur 
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But this is not all; for after the Dr. has ſuppog'd 


Chriſt to be a compound Perſon, * | compounded really 5 


of two Perſons, which ſeems to me to be a dividing 


of Chriſt, and ſo like the f Cerynthian Hereſy, that 1 | 


know not how, unleſs I might uſe ſome of the D- 
Diſtinctions, to diſtinguiſh them] he ſays, the [3yo;] BY 
Word was a Perſon before the Incarnation, as much as © 
after; but by taking in a Soul and Body, the whole Per- 


ſon then is made up of all three. 
Now here the Difficulty is; how the [Os 


Word, which was a Perſon, a whole and diſtinct fingle | 
Perſon, before the Incarnation, underwent ſuch a a 
Change and Diminution, as to be afterwards not a 
whole Perſon, but only Part of a Perſon ; the whole } 
Perſon then (according to the Dr.) being not the | 
Aye Word ſingly, but the Word, the Soul and the 
Body, all three together. Is not this making the 
{ 25y05] Word mutable, as well as uniting to it an in- 
compleat Agent? The Dr. no doubt, has it at his 
Finger's Ends to anſwer, that the Word, after the 


Incarnation, became a compound Perſon, being only 
a fimple Perſon before. Admitting this; here is {till 
a Change, which is certainly incompatible to the ſa- 
preme Deity The one ſupreme God is abſolutely in- 
capable of being compounded, which is worth the 
D's Conſideration. But what if a compound Perſon 


is Nonſeuſe? A Soul in an humane Body is not 
| (as 


* 2d. Def. P. 367. 
The Cerynthians made a Diſtinftion betwixt Jeſus and 


Chriſt, and thereby did Adee Toy Ina, (as many antient Co- 


Pies read 1 Jo. 4. 3.) divide Jeſus from Chrift, making the 
latter a diſtint Perſon from the former. 


(39) 


I (as the Dr. imagines it is) a compound Perſon ; the 


whole Perſon is the ſimple intelligent Agent without 


any Conſideration of the Body; and when we ſay, 
John is fat, healthful, &c. the meaning is, that John 
che Agent, the Perſon of John, is fat or healthful, 
I with reſpe& to be ſure to his Body only, which is 
ot really any Part of his Perſon, but the Body of his 
I Perſon only: J wonder the Dr. ſnou'd not ſee fo 


plain a thing as this is, eſpecially when he cou'd 


] ſee that the Soul is as much a Perſon withour the 


Body as with it. In ſhort, the Dr. is ſuch a ſubtile 


IJ $bolaftic, that with him an intelligent Agent ſhall 
have Intelligence, Agency, Power, Will, and all perſo- 


nal Properties whatſoever, and yet ſhall not be 
a Perſon, or capable of the diſtinctive Characters, I, 


Ic. (which nevertheleſs only ſerve to denote Intelli- 
Y gence, Agency, &c- and the being inveſted with 
FJ them is being an intelligent or rational Agent.) Nay, 
FJ what is {till more wonderful; more Perſons than one, each 
J © fingle Perſon, or diſtinct intelligent ating Subſtance, 


ſhall not be more Subſtances than one; ſhall be but 
ne in Number And which is the top of all, even in 
the very ſame Perſon, more than one intelligent acting 
dubltance, [one of which is, according to him, more 
than one Perſon] ſhall yet together make but one 
Perſon, 

I ſay here, one of which is more than one Perſon ac- 
cording to the Dr. unleſs he will either ſeparate the 
divine Subſtance, which is incarnate, from the Per- 
ſors ſubſiſting in it; or own the Subſtance of the 
Word to be diſtinct from the Subſtance of the other 
kerſons, and give over calling them, in a deceitful 
manner, one Subſtance, one in Number. Now 


(40) 
Now ſure the Dy. cou'd not intend his Account Þ 
of Perſon, for ſerious Argument; and I cannot help 
bringing to Mind the Conduct of the Popiſh &. 
men, who, in order to introduce the monſtrous 
Hypotheſis or Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, invented 
a Jargon call'd & Divinity, a Philoſophy contra - 
dictory to all true Philoſophy, to all the Senſe and 
Reaſon of Mankind, in order to ſupport a Notion 
equally contradictory. 
The Dr. muſt pardon my bringing this Part of ö 
his Defenſe upon the Stage, and putting him in 
Mind of his own Words upon it, viz. That if an 
Man has any Thing to object to it, * be will be willing © 
either more fully to explain, or elſe to alter his Notion! 
as he ſees Reaſon for it. 5 
The next Particular I am concern'd in, is the 
Charge of the Dr's denying any real Generation of the 
Son, either temporal or eternal, Which is certainly 
Fact, and cannot be gainſaid, even with reſpe& to 
all his three Generations, as he calls them; (tho' his'Y | 
Ad verſary, he ought to have conſider'd, was only | 
c 
N 


„ 2% 
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ſpeaking of Generation before the World) for accor-" 
ding to the Dr. every Generation of the Son is only 
either a mere Manifeſtation, or Mode of Exiſtence, or 
the eternal Co- exiſtence of another unbegotten Perſon. t 
Inſtead of a Defenſe, he falls foul upon his Ad- 
verſaries, and calls the attributing the Words, before? 
all Ages, to the Council of Nice, a Blunder. Af Mi- 
ſtake, I grant, it is; but it alters noth'ng in the Ar- 
gument. 


* 
— 


— 


2 * 24d Def. Pag. 368. I ag 23. 
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(4t) 
gument. For both J Origen and Euſebius, who held 
the Generation of the Son to be before all Ages, with- 
out any Limitation of Time, yet made it voluntary, 
or by the Vi of the Father; which is what Dr. 
V. calls temporal. And they both us'd the ſame 
Similitude of Light and Splendor, as Tertullian alſo 
does, who the Dr. allows to be one of thoſe who 
comes into the voluntary and“ temporal Generation: 
And Alexander himſelf inſiſts that the [ 76 &yewyrey] 
uncriginated Exiſtence of the Father imply'd in it 
an higher Notion of Duration or Exiſtence, than 
the Words | 79 de, Tpo awvay | always, or before the 
Ages, alcrib'd to the Son, did; and expreſly oppoſes it 
to the Son's antemundane Exiſtence, always and before 
the Ages. So that the Dr. is brought in, whether he 
will or not, as a Heucher for the Ancients | both An- 
tenicene and Nicene | profeſſing no more than a temporal 
Generation, | tho” I think it a Blunder or Soleciſm in 
the Dr. to call an antemundane Generation without 
Limitation of Time, a temporal Generation] th they 
expreſly ſay that it was before al Ages. This the 
Dr. muſt own, unleſs he will own that what he 
calls the eternal Generation was voluntary, as that 
which Origen and Euſebius ſpeak of (and no doub: 
the ſame is true of Alexander, Theognoſtus and Dio- 
us of Alex.) expreſly is - 
deſire to make one or two Obſervations on the 
preceding Argument. 
G 1. Oc 


———— 


10 . 6 Us en Bar ual TY malese qw #9 ac, * 15, eixwy TH ty 
Wavezry X , pa tic dig ne auth, A Tre Caogatotur aut, 
1:6): Os muore Miet; Lib. 4. mip apy ap Jult, epitt. ac Mens 
Hut, Orig. Pag. 4t. Enſebius's Notion is fo well know: as needs no: 
te be here inſerted, * 24 Det. Pag. 104, 292. 
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1, Of the tuo ancient Similitudes, Light and | 
Light, Light and Splendor, the Dr. ſays ; the Similj- | 
rude of Light from Light ¶ eds en qurTog] ſerv/d moe | 
peculiarly * to fignify the Conſubſtantiality and yet he 
owns that the f Son proceeded ¶ de en qurig} Light of | 
Light in Time, according to Juſtin Martyr, Hippolitus, | 
and J many other Antenicenes ; he adds; and perhaps | 
even the Nicene Fathers. And he admits that this 
Proceſſion or Generation, the higheſt ſpoken of by them, 
was voluntary: which is a direct Acknowledgment, | 
that according to the Antenicenes, and perhaps the | 
Nicenes too, the Conſulſtantiality of the Son ſignify d, 
as the Pr. ſays, by Lighe of Light, is boch tenpwal | 
and voluntary. ] 
2. The Dr. ſays, the Similitude of Light and Splen- | 
dor was more peculiarly calculated to denote Co-eternity:* | 
and yet he owns that Tertulliau, who us'd the Simi- | 
litude, made the Generation temporal as well as v. 
ſuntary. And Origen, who allo us'd it, made it ex- 
preſly voluntary, and ſo, no doubt, made it what 
Dr. M. calls temporal, i. e. antemundane without any | 
Limitation of Time, but not abſolutely eternal or 
neceſſary. So accurate is the Dr. in his Obſervations, | 
as always either to talk without Grounds, or 
ſuch Things as immediately deſtroy his own Hy- 
potheſis. 
3. I deſire the Dr. to reconcile to Truth theſe | 
following Words of his: 1 4 that is true is, that as 
many | 


— 


1 
* 2 a 
. 


* 2d Def. p. 313. f 2d Def. p. 287, &c. 
« See Rem. p. 43, 41. * ad Def. p. 313. 
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many Amtenicene Fathers went upon the Hypotheſis of the 
tmporal antemundane Generation, fo many acknowledg'd 
ſuch Generation to be by Will and Counſel : But none of 
theſe Myiters ever us d that Similitude upon which Euſe- 
bius made the Remark now mention'd ; viz. that of 
Ligt and Splendor : adding; but it is not the Obſerva- 
ur Talent to think or write accurately. Now, obſerve 
te Dr's Accuracy here: Tertullian was one who us'd 
the ame Similitude, and the Dr. expreſly owns that 
he was for the temporal antemundane Generation by 
Jil: And in the very next Words to the preceding, 
he owns that“ Origen made uſe of the ſame Similitude 
that Euſebius does; and he made the Generation ex- 
preſly voluntary, as was obſerv'd before, which I 
ſuppoſe the Dr. will not grant of his (imaginary ) 
eternal, neceſſary Generation. Nor can there be any 
Queſtion but Theognoſtus and Dionyſius of Alexandria, 
the two others who made uſe of the ſame Simili- 
tude [ Alexander of Alexandria was conſider'd before] 
made the antemundane and higheſt Generation of the 
don voluntary, (and what Dr. V. ſtiles temporal) 
lince they are confeſs'd by the moſt zealous At ha- 
nafiaus to have made the Son a f Creature. So little 
accurate is the Dr. in his Senſe of the Opinion of 
te Antients. 

Next, the Dr. arraigns the Learning of his Adver- 
aries, in a Point in which I am ſomewhat con- 
cern'd, viz. their aſſerting that the Antients never expreſi d 

G 2 the 
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P. 24. 
i Phot, Cod. 106. Cave Hiſt. Lit. p. 98. Baſil. Epiſt. 
41, Phot. Cod. 106. Gennad. de Ecclel. Dog. c. 4. 
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the firfl (or eternal) Generation of the Son by Filiation 


or Generation or begetting, or by any other equivalent 


Term; J and roundly calls it a notorious Untruth, 
Now the Reader ought to know what ir is the 


Dr's Adverſaries really do. ſay; for it is almoſt im- 


poſſible for him ever ro know the Truth from the 
Dr's Repreſentation of them, who has got an in- 


tolerable Habit of diſguiling or miſrepreſenting 4 


every Thing. 


The Dr's Notion is that there are tuo antemun- 
dane Generations of the Son; the firſt: or prior of 
which, he ſays, “ is his moſt proper Filiation and Ge- 
and in Reſpect of which, chiefly, he is the i 
ouly-begotten and a diſtinct Perſon from the Father. And 
he ſays that f taking the Fathers collectively there is 
Demonſtration for them. Now what his Adverſaries 
aſſert upon this is; that it is ſo far from Demonſtra- 
tion, that the Fathers collectively held two antemun- 
dane Generations, that there is no mention made 
of two by ſo much as any one ancient or Antenicene 
Writer; the Dr. cannot produce one Paſlage for 
them: And that which he calls the ft or prio of | 


neration 


the two is a mere Chimera. 


The Truth plainly is; that the Antients (with 
Scripture ) held but one antemundane Generation 5 
of the Son, which ſome of them ſeem to have car: 
ried higher, and ſome lower ; ſome made it [77 Þ 
T&yTwy d,ĩö Y before all Ages without any Limitation F 
of Time; this is the higheſt and all the eternal or 
antemundane Generation which theſe Writers ſpeak | 


of ; two of which, who carried it as high, it not 
| higher | 
— ; 


3 Pag. 28, 
© 1 Def, p- 134, 135. T 1 14 De* . p. 311. 
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higher than the reſt, were Origen and Euſebius; yet 
both were far from making it neceſſary, but, on the 
contrary, expreſly made it voluntary. Others of 
the Antients ſeem to have thought the Generation 
ef the Son to precede, but a little, the Creation of 
the World. There were many of this Opinion, 
Juſtin, Tatian, Athenagnas, Theophilus, Tertullian, 
Hippolitus, Lactantius, &c. and they are known 
never to ſpeak of any other or higher Generation; 
and the Dr. is forc'd to own it. So that his fiſt 
and prior of two antemundane Generations (which 
he calls the eternal and only proper Filiation) is wholly 
without Evidence. This is the Charge againſt 
him, and he has not produc'd ſo much as one Teſ- 
timony in his own Defenſe. He himſelf calls the 
Notion of the foremention'd Writers concerning 
the Exiſtence of the | 2&ycs ] Mord, prior to the Ge- 
neration, an exiſting in | not a Generation of or from] 
the Father ; * the eternal | Myes | Word of the eternal 
Mind. And more exprelly ſays, , that they aſſerted 
the Co-eternity of tle Word, tho” not conſider d preciſely 
under the Formality of a n. And again, atter al- 
lowing the higheſt Generation ſpoken of by many of 
the Antients to be woluntary and temporal, he puts the 
Queſtion himſelf : J Well but then you'll ſay ; what be- 
JJ wnes of what I call eternal Generation? I anſwer, that 
50 ; before the Proceſſion the | M6y0s | Word was Ev Yacpi, as 
n Juſtin we have expreſs'd it (but never does) — 
Pr and this is the ſame thing which Poſinicene Fathers (tho 
KE do not find that neither) called eternal Generation, 

viz. 


—— — 
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viz. that eternal Relation and Reference which he had 10 
the Father; in whom, and with whom, and of uhom 
he always was : By which Words the Dr. ſure does 
not mean that the Lord was eternally both in and 
of or from the Father. But not one Teſtimony all 
this while has this learned Dr. ſo well vers'd in the 

Antients, been able to alledge for their calling 

[which is what he was to prove] the Exiſtence of 

the [57056] Word in the Father, by the Name of 

Generation, Filiaticn, &c. or any other equivalent 

Term. This is the Dr's firſt and higheſt Generation, 
prior to his temporal, ante-mundane and voluntary one 
and he is challeng'd to bring any Evidence or Teſ- 
timony from any one antient Writer in the World, 
as calling this (which is the Dy's only proper Gene- 
ration of the Son) by the Name of Generation at all, 
or any thing like it. Nay, he ſeems to be conſcious 
that it is never ſo call'd, by terming it himſelf an 
eternal Reference or Relation, and elſewhere a Mode of | 
Exiſtence, which is a very different thing from Ge- 

neration or Derivation of a real Perſon from another: 
and it ſeems (nor does the Dr. diſallow it) to 
have been the Senſe of the Nicene Fathers, that the 
Exiſtence of the Mord in the Father, prior to his 
antemundane Generation, was not itſelf a Gene- | 
ration from the Father, but an Exiſtence in him, | 
potentially and in an unbegotten manner, as * Eu- 
ſebius repreſents it. Further, I wou'd beg of the 
Dr. the next time he writes, to ſhow where the | 
Poſtnicent | 
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Pſtnicene Fathers call the eternal Exiſtence of the 
Word, in the Father, by the Term of Generation. 
do preſumptuous is this Gentleman, in charging 
haſtily, and without giving himſelf time to think, 
his Adverſaries with aſſerting a notorious Untruth, 
when what they aflert is certain and undeniable 
Truth, 

The Dr. proceeds to ſhow his Senſe of the eternal 
Generation f being merely a Co exiſteuce with, not 
2 Derivation from the Father. And the laſt Reſulr 
of his Notion is, that the Word is not eternally 
begotten or deriv'd from the Father, but only has 
n eternal Relation to him; is the eternal oe | evdiabyrog, 
the internal Word or Reaſon | of the eternal Mind ; 
which, he ſays, is the apteſt Similitude to expreſs the 
Coeternity. Yes, it may aptly expreſs the Coeternity 
of an Attribute, Property, or internal Relation of the 
Father ; but not of a real Perſon generated from 
the Father: And it is to be remember'd, that he 
lays, that the Mord in this Caſe is not confidered pre- 
aſely under the Formality of a Son: the plain Conſe- 
qu-nce of which is, that the J/ord is either an At- 
tribute, Mode, Property, Relation, &c. or is another 
wbegotten Perſon. 

The Dr. was charg'd with making the Terms, 
te God, to mean no Body knows what. Here he an- 
lwers; JI that one God means one neceſſarily exiſting, all 
ferfett, all ſufficient Subſtance or Being, To which I 
reply ; does not ſelf Exiſtence, and being derivd from 
wie, the having all Power and Dominion of himſelf, 
being 


— — 


PP 


7 Pag. 29. * See Rem. p. 20—26. J Pag. 3% 


being the one God of whom are all things; 0 not, I 
ſay, theſe Characters come neceſſarily into the De- 


finition of the one God? Let the Dr. conſult Reaſon, | 
read and conſider the Scripture and the Antients, and | 


then he will be able to tell what one God means. 
In the mean time I have diſtin&ly prov'd againſt 
him, that his Notion of God is ſo conſus'd, that 
neither he himſelf or any Body elſe can tell what he 
means by it. 

The Dr. allows, by Vertue of 1 Cor. 8. 6. that 
the Son is excluded from being God ia that eminent 9 
manner, that unoriginate manner as the Father it; nt 
from being God in the (ame Senſe of the Word. The 
Father's being God in an unoriginate manner, and 
which the Dr. ſtiles an eminent manner too, is not- 
withſtanding it ſeems being God in u Seaſe of the 
Word ; for the Son, he ſays, tho* not unoriginate, 
not God in this eminent manner, is yet God in the 
fame Senſe with the Father. Was ever any thing 
like this, tho' I own is like the D/? But it being 
certain and moſt unqueſtionable that there is 20 cther 
Senſe of the Father's being God, but this eminent, 
this unoriginate Senſe; and that the Nature and all 
the Perfections of the Father are unoriginate, and that 
theſe conſtitute his Dety ; the Sou mult by neceſlary 
Conſequence be excluded from being God in the 
ſame, i. e. the eminent, the unoriginate Senſe in 
which the Father is Gad. 

The Dr. adds: Since all things are of one (of the 
Father) ad By | TuxouGn | the other, (the Son) the 


together are one Fountain of all things, Mind the D 
Argument: 


— 
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Argument: All things are of the Futber, vy { THROUGH | 
e Son; therefore all things are o both. What 
can one do with a Diſputant, that has no Regard 
to Grammar or common Senſe? Let the Dr. conſult 
* Philo, f Origen, and J Euſebius ; they'll teach him 
to argue better, and will tell him, that the Expreſ- 
ſon, of whom are all things, denotes the primary, 
original, authoritative Agency { 4&8evrlev} of him 
who is the ſupreme Cauſe, the Fountain, the one 
Cod and Father of all, who is above all; but the Ex- 
preſſion, by whom, ſignifies, (in the Nature of Lan- 
guage) the | &pyavov, T5 dEr inſtrumental, 
miniſterial Cauſe, the ſecondary, ſubordinate 
Agent; ard that it is abſurd to aſcribe the Expreſ- 
fon, by [through] whom, to him who is a'ſolutely 
6 berg) God, or the one ſupreme Ged. 

The Dr. gives us a Caſt of his Knowledge of the 
Antients, in roundly aſſerting that ever fiuce the Terms 
dubſtance and Perſon ** came into this Controverſy, 
Father and Son have been always belieu'd and projeſs'd to 
le one Subſtance. After this great Pretence to An- 
#quity, he has but one Inſtance to alledge, and that 
got the Catholic, but the Montaniſt Tertullian, (I can 
kelp him to one more, it he likes him, namely, 
Lactantius) and which Paſſage of his too, when 
| rightly underſtood, is nothing to the Purpoſe. But 
10w J will venture to affirm, that the Reverſe of 
what the Dr. here ſo poſitively aſſerts, is the Truth. 

Th: H Ard 
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* De Cherub. p. 129. + Com. in Joh. p. 55. 56. 
De kccleſ. Theol. lib. 1. c. 20. cont. Marcel: lib. 2. c. 14. 
Pag. 38. | 


- 


. * — 


"WO, Sh” 


. . 
— — ft 0 1. ᷑ n . — — — — 
i * 2 


DS * — ” 4 
— . — — — <p———_p — 
- > w — 


— 
— 


— 


99  AIXY 


— — 


— 


ma - — 


—— —-— — — —— —— — K 2 —— 


= — (nts 
1 a * A _— at. n af 


rt. mw mz „  mgrr > ut ad au” oro 


— 


325 „„ — ˙%— 
— + 


_  - — 2 — wy 


—— ll we — — 


— 


— 


( 50 ) 
And that all the Antients bave ever held Father 
and Son to be tuo Subſtances, tuo Natures, two ſpiri- 


tual Beings, &. The Teſtimonies are in the * 
Margin. 


And 


„ — 


* Of numerous Paſſages for, the Senſe of the Antients, the 
following may ſuffice. 2% i 78 dy471nTor, & mavToxpdraus 
9256. ts N x21 79 Tpoywrnfer, Al H T4 Tdvra iyivero. There 
15 one unbegotten Being, viz. God ſupreme over all. and one 
firſt begotten Being, by (through) whom all things were made. 
Clem. Alex. Strom. 6. p. 644. Where two things are obſer- 
vable ; Firſt, the unbegolten Being is diftinguiſh'd from the 
firſt begotten Being: And ſecondly ; the God ſupreme over all 
is diſtinguiih'd from the Word, by whom are all things. 

2. Origen accounts it S:he/!;izy to teach; und: v7izy 
Tipe id ia U, I dyicmrivusTY d mapa Toy matipa 
42478; g. That the Holy Ghoſt has not a proper Subſtance 
of its own distinct from the Father and the Son. Com. in 


Job. p. 56. Again; he ſtiles the Father and Son, 4% . 


d res dt ge u¹Q, two ſubſiſtent Beings. Ad-. Ce!s. lib. 8. 
p. 386. Again; he ſays the Son is, £8205—x2T" £7148, ano- 
ther in Subſtance (from the Father) de Orat. p. 48. Again 
he ſhows, Ji eoiz e,t.ü ü 4s Joy xb, that the Fa- 
ther is % in,, in Eſſence (or Subſtance) from the Son. Com. 
in Fok. p. 70. He calls Father and Son Jus gale, tuo 
Lights. id. And the three Perſons, Joig TV&Jualay three 
Spirits. In Ferem. Hom. 8. 

And ZHuetius declares it to be Origen's Opinion that the 
three Perſons are, Tees s ids, three Subſtances. Origenian. 
lib. 2. p. 32. 

3. Dionyſ. Alex. held (as Baſil obſerves of him) «x He- 
her Uecdgοντ, d 42 £ahas Sragegs, not only a Diſtinc- 
tion of Subſiſtencies, but allo a DzFererce of Efſencc{or Subſtance) 
Epift, 41. And Photius chargeth him with maintaining that 
the Son of Cod was, Serer xa Brian 78 H s, alien in 
Eſſence (or Subſtance) from the Father. Cod. 106. 


(51) 

And when Tertulliau calls the Perſons | una Sub- 
fantia /. one Subſtance; he does not thereby mean 
that the Son, &c. is that whole individual Subſtance, 
which the Father is; but only that the Son is a 
ſmall ſpecific Part of the Father's Subſtance; a Ray 
(as he expreſſes it) emitted from the immenſe Body 
of the Sun, to which he compares the Son. And 
when Dr. HY. himſelt calls the Perſons, one Sub- 
tance ; he only quibbles, and really means (if he 
has any meaning at all) that they are three perſonal, 
or ſingular exiſtent Subſtznce:, and ene undivided 
ſrecific Subſtance only. 

The next Inſtance ſhows that Dr. V. is a Man 
that can never be convinc'd of a thing -by Rea- 
ſur, tho' it be urg'd to the Degree of Demonſtra- 
an or ſelf Evidence. He had contended that the 
ſane Nature may be originated and unoriginated; the 
Jame Powers be deriv'd and underiv'd, The Conſe- 

* quence 


* 


— 


4. The ſame Photius tells us, that Pierirs called Father 
and Son, de voer, and vo poorer, tivo Subſtances, and to 
Natures. Cod. 119. 

5. Met hodiut held v2 E, mules, two creative 
Powers. Phot, Cod. 235. 

6. Alex. of Alex. ſays, Father and Son are As ede, 2:0 
Natures. Evi. ph¹ν,O Theod. Hi,. Eccles. lib. 1. p- 6. 

7. Euſelius (nothing is more known) every where in his 
Writings makes the Peeſags diſtinct (s) Subſtances or 
Beings. 

8. B51 calls the Father, «&imev edc, an unbegatten Light ; 
the Son, ye eary a begotten Light. Adv, Euum. lib, 2, 
P. 70, and affirms, „ Xp eulo Ji ico d moor, ANN h 7h 
that the ſame thing is not conſubſtantial to itſelf, but one 
'ting to another. Epiſt. 300. 
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( 52) 
quence of which [beſides the Contradiction of Terms 
immediately in the thing itſelf] evidently is, that 


(as he was told) the ſupreme Poxrer of all, the Power of FE 


the Generation of the Son, is zo Power at all; is 


k 
- plainly no Power at all, unleſs he will ſay that the Pe 
Son has the Power, and generated himſelf, which he WM 1: 
may ſay with as good a Grace, as he has ſaid ſome Ml th 
other things. But it it is ay Power, and the Son MI D 
has it not, then he muſt own that the Son has not MI G 
the ſame Powers with the Father, and that deriv'd WI 44, 
and wnderivd Powers ate not the ſame. WM 
The Dr's Reply is; that this is only as much as | 
to ſay, If the eſſential Powers of the Godhead be the MI A 
ſame, * then the perſonal Properties are loſt. Here he WM ve 
ſtops, not being able to make any Anſwer to this Ml p! 
Difficulty even as put by himſelf. Are not all pe- to 
ſonal Properties eſſential ? Dr. M. owns as much in Wl ba 
ſaying that f the Originateneſs of the one (the Son) 29 
and Uaoriginatencſs of the other (the Father) is natural, ¶ hi 
i. e. neceſſar or unalterable, and eternally ſo. And fince Wl be 
the Originatenz/; of the Son and Unoriginateneſs of the Wl & 
Father, which are eſſeutial to their Natures, are the A. 
Ground and Foundation of all their Properties, At- 
tributes and Powers ; all the Properties of the Son, as Wl rc 


well as his Nature, being originated, and all the Pro- fe 

perties of the Father, as well as his Nature, being B 

uuorigiaated ; it is hence evident, that neither their WE on 

Powers or Properties, or their Effence in which they T 

ſubſiſt, can be the ſame, unleſs Originateneſs and Unori- N Su 
| | erateneſs 
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ginateneſs (which the Dy. allows to be eſſentially dif- 
ſerent) be the ſame: And if they are the ſame, then 
tis evident ſeyen by the Dr's own Account] that 
the Diſtin&ion of perſonal Properties are loſt, and the 
Perſons are the ſame Perſon, or elſe diſtinct anorigi- 
nated Perſons, which he owns to be Tritheiſm. And 
that the ſupreme Power of Generation is with the 
Dr. uo Power at all, and conſequently Generation no 
Generation at all, he intimates plainly in adding; 
this ſupreme Power of deriving, &c. amounts to nothing 
more than a Mode of exiſting. J 
The next Thing which concerns me, is; the 
Argument which Dr. . had drawn from his Ad- 
rerſaries Notion of the Divine Omnipreſence, to ex- 
plain his Notion of the Trinity, which was ſhown 
to be both unfair and nothing to the Purpoſe. He 
has not thought fit to anſwer the Arguments alledg'd 
zeainſt him in the“ Remarks, tho' they lay before 
„bim: I ſhall therefore leave him to conſider a little 
better upon the Argument, only firſt ſhowing him 
ſeveral Errors which he has here commiteed in his 
2 of it. 

. He ſays, that upon the Hypotheſis of his Ad- 
ee there will be this f Subſtance and that Sub- 
ſtance, and yet but one numerical Subſtance in the whole. 
But this is not ſo ; for upon the Hypotheſis of the 
JW 0mnpreſent Subltaice of God, there is no ſuch 
Thing as this Syb/tance and that Subſtance. The 
- © ubltance may (1 think) be ſaid to confilt of Parts, 
1 | or 


— 


'J'See Rem. p. 32, 33. * Pag. 36.40. 
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or perhaps rather Conſtituents; and this Part or 
Conſtituent is Subſtance and that is Subſtance, which 
1s all ; but there 1s no ſuch Thing as this Subſtance, 
and that Subſtance, i. e. different Subſtances; be- 
cauſe the Conſtituents are not only inſeparably united, 
but have no intelligent or perſonal Properties ſeveral 
or diſtin}, but are all together, ſo united, the Ground 
or Subject of an individual Oneneſs or Unity of inteli- 
gent Properties ; there is but one Intelligence in Num- 
ber, one Agency in Number, and ſo the whole is 
but one Subſtance in Number, one Agent, one Pet- 
ſon, ane God. And this ſhows the Difference of | 
the Dr's Explication of the Trinity, from that of 
the Omnipreſence. 
2+ The Dr's ſaying; This Part vil be (in his 
Adverſaries Notion of the Omnipreſence) one indi- 
vidual Subſlauce with that Part, is wrong again; for | 
no two Parts or Conſtituents are the ſame Part or | 
Conſtituent ; they are indeed all together the ſame in- 
dividual Subſtance, but not otherwiſe. Juſt in like 
manner as zwo Parts of Space or Duration are not 
the ſame individual Part, or one Part in Number; but 
all the Parts together are ene individual Space or 
Duration. 5 
A third Error of the Dr's is, that he thinks the 
Preſumption of his Notion being neceſſarily either 
Tritheiſm or Sabellianiſm,® is grounded upon the reaſoning 
that Subſtance and Subſtance however united muſt make 
Subſtances. No, it is grounded (and immoveably 
too 
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too] upon the reaſoning, that Subſtance and Subſtance, 
Agent and Agent, with diſtin perſonal or intelligent 
properties, are and muſt be, however united, diſtinct 
Subltances, diſtinct Agents, and, if all ſupreme, di- 
inet Gods. If the intelligent or perſonal Properties 
are diſtinct, it is Tritheiſm or Ditheiſm ; (even tho? 
the Subſtance cou'd poſſibly be individually one) 
it they are not diſtinct, but individually the ſame, 
chen, tho' there were one or more Subſtances, united 
or not united, there wou'd be but one Perſon, which 
is Sabelianiſm. And the one or the other is altogether 
mwavoidable in the Dr's Notion ; but not at all ſo, 
ss he may apprehend, in the Notion of the Omni 
preſence. \ | 
4. The Dr's charging me with * groſs Miſrepre- 
ſentation for complaining of his pleading his Adver- 
aries Opinion as true, at the ſame time that he 
judg*d it to be erroneous and falſe, is itſelf a Miſre- 
preſentation. For 1t is not to the Purpoſe for the 
Dr. to ſay, that he pleads nothing but what he takes to 
be true, namely, that Subſtance and Subſtance in Union 
t ¶ dies not always make Subſtances, which (he adds) is Dr. 
r MW Clarke's Doctrine as well as hit. No, it is Dr. Clarke's 
Doctrine, that Subſtance and Subſtance, when each 
dubſtance is inveſted with diſtin& perſonal intelli- 
gent Powers or Properties (and eſpecially when the 
Wobſtance of one is originated and deriv'd from 
the other which is anoriginated) always does, and al- 
y Ways muſt make Subſtances, howſoever united. And 
Union 
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Union of acting Subſtance can never make one Sub- 
ſtance, one in Number, but where there is alſo an 
Oneneſs or individual Unity of perſonal intelligent 
Properties; i. e. never but where it makes one Per- 
for as well as one Subſtance. And therefore it is Fa- 
lacy in Dr. Me to argue from his Adverſaries Princis 
ples of the ommipreſent Subſtance being One, by an 
Union of Subſtance and Unity of perſonal intelligent 
Properties together, to a like Unity of the Sub- 
ſtance of the three divine Perſons, from an Union 
of their Subſtance merely, without an Unity of per- 
ſonal intelligent Properties; as if becauſe an Unity 3 
of Properties made Subſtance individually one, a Tri- 
nity of Properties did the ſame. But that very Rea- . 
ſox, which makes the individual Unity of the cm- 
preſent Subſtance by the &fential and inſeparable 3 
Union of the Conſtituents of it, makes it impoſſible | 
that the three Perſons ſhou'd be in like manner , 
individual Subſtance. As therefore the Reaſon why | 
all the Conſtituents of the omnipreſent Subſtance | 
make one individual Subſtauce, and one God, is; be- 
cauſe they are all of the ſame Nature and Eſſence, all 
unoriginate, and all together the Subject of an indiri- 
dual Unity of perſonal intelligent Properties, and 
thus are one individual Subſtance, one Perſon, and one | 
God: So the divine Perſons of the Trinity are not 
one individual Subſtance, becauſe the Nature, Sub- 
ſtance or Eſſence of the Father is noriginate, that of | 
the Son, Cc. is originate, and their united Subſtance 
is not the Subject of an Unity, but of a Trinity of 
| perſonal intelligent Properties, Powers or Att — 
butes, unorigirated and originated; and fo they ate 
| | thre 
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three individual Subſtances, three Agents, three Per- 
ſons ; and, if all ſupreme and coordinate in Deity, 
three Gods : And this, the Dr. may plainly ſee 
they are, for the very ſame Reaſon that the omni pre- 
ſent Subſtance is but one Subſtance, one Agent, one 
Perſon, one God. So wide of any Parallel or Ana- 
logy of Argument is the Dr's Explication of his 
Notion of the Trinity, from his Adverſaries Expli- 
cation of the Ommnipreſence; and ſo he has no Pre- 
rence to retort the Difficultics of his Explicaticn 
upon theirs. 

Concerning the Queſtion, how we ſhall prove from 
Scripture, * who is the eternal God whoſe Exiſtence is 
prov'd by Reaſon ; we urge (ſays the Dr.) in Favour of 
God the Son, that he is God according to Scripture, 'in 
the true and full Meaning of the Mord; therefore he is 
the eternal God (whole Exiſtence is prov'd by Reaſon) 
and has no God above him · 

But the Dr. had much better have let this Argu- 
ment drop- What! do we diſcover by Reaſen a 
neceſſarily exiſtent God the S? Does not, on the 
contrary, Reaſon diſcover to us, that the one God is 
the unoriginated God and Father of all, of whom are 
all things ? Therefore we are ſure that the Perſon 
ſtyl'd Cod the Son in Scripture, who is originated and 
through whom are all things, cannot poſſibly be the 
one ſupreme Ged as difcover'd by natural Reaſon, who, 
Reaſon aſſures us, is the underiv'd Fountain and Origi- 
zal of all. The Idea of Laoriginateneſs neceſſarily 
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enters into the Notion of God as diſcover'd by the 
Light of Reaſon ; this is conſider'd as the firſt and 
Supreme Perfection of the Deity ; all Generation, ali 
Reference to any thing as Head, Fountain, or Original K 
of Exiſtence, is excluded in the Idea of God as 
demonſtrated by Reaſer : And therefore it is evident 
that the Perſon of God the Son, according to the 
Dr's Notion of him, cannot be the one God of Na- 
ture, the one ſupreme neceſſarily exiſtent God mani- © 
felted by the Light of Reaſon. h 
The Dr. Kill inſiſts upon altering the Readings of 
all Antient Books,* with Reſpe& to the Word &yevvyro; Þ 
with double v, affirming that it ought always to be 
read 4yevyro; with ſingle v; and this without any | 
Evidence of any MSS. and upon the mere Imagi- 
nation of a Difference in Senſe betwixt neceſſary E- 
iſtence, and ſelf Exiſtence ; which has no Foundation 
in Nature, or any Teſtimonies from any antient F 
Writer, either Heathen, Jewiſh or Chriſtian, as far 
as hath yet appeard. If in the ancient Theology 
there were (as Dr. N. allows) 4yevyro: bot, uncre- | 
ated Gods, which were ſtill [ yevyro? dn arias] origi- | 
nated, or had a Cauſe of their Exiſtence ; the uuorigi- 
nated firſt Cauſe, from whom they were deriv'd, could 
not be better expreſs'd in Contradiſtinction to them, | 
than by the Word (a,] unbegotten, or unorigi | 
nated. And it is well known, that the uſual Title 
of God in Homer, Enniut, Plautus, Virgil, and other i Cr: 
ancient Heathen Writers both Poets and Philo- IF the 
ſophers, is Father of the Gods and Father of all, which YI & 
| WE in 
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in Senſe is the ſame as | 4yewyro5] unbegotten : And 
ſhows that they who uſed the one Expreſſion, might 


= very well and properly uſe the other; and therefore 
J that there is no Reaſon for changing the Word 
IJ yevyro; into &yevyros, But after all, to ſhow in 


one Word the Weakneſs of Dr. Ns. Criticiſms, 
which he has purſued thro' ſeveral * Pages; 
the Antients, as far as appears, made no Difference 
in Senſe betwixt- the Words &yevvyrog and &ytvyroc, 
tho* they us'd/both: And fo there is as much Reaſon, 
in the thing itſelf, for changing 4yevyTo; into &yevwyrog 
with double v, as vice verſa, For in what Senſe 
the old Philoſophers, Platoniſis, and Stoicks ſaid that 
the inferior Gods and the Horld were [ 4yevyTu | un- 
made, it was the ſame as if they had ſaid they were, 
[&yevvyT01 |] underived ; meaning that they were un- 
made, with reſpect to the Original | $vxy and d 
Firit and Matter, out of which they were ſuppos'd 
to be form'd, which original Spirit and Matter were, 
according to Plato, ſelf exiſtent unform'd Subjects or 
Subſtratums, out of which God form'd all ſpiritual 
and material Beings : And, according to the Storcks, 
they were the Subſtance of the ſelf exiſtent God him- 
ſell, whom they ſuppos'd to make all things out of 
his own Subſtance. But according to both, the diſtinct 
per ſona l Sub ſiſtence of the Gods, and the World with 
reſpect to its diſtinct Formation, were made and were 
Creatures of the one unbegotten ſupreme God. And tho 
the Word [ Yeuα,ον] created or made was apply'd (as 
Smplicizs upon Ariſtotle obſerves) to the things that 

| = & were 
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were form'd in a determinate Portion of Time; yet it 
does not appear to me, that thoſe later Platoniſti, 
who are ſaid to have thonght the H/or/d and the 
inferior Gods to be eternal, ever expreſs'd the 
Notion of their Eternity by the Word &ytvyre, | 
(tho' the learned * Dy. Cudworth thinks they did) 
but only by their being [de, or ade, or 84 ev xpove] | 
always, eternal, or not in time, meaning an Exiſtence | 
without Limitation of Time. But whether this was | 
the Caſe or not; yet there is no Appearance of the MI t 
Word @yevyro; [admitting it to ſignify eternal, with 
reſpe& to the Perſons or Subfiſtence of things] being | 
ever us'd to expreſs neceſſary Exiſtence and unmade, 
in Contradiſt inction to ſelf Exiſtence, or being unori- | 
ginated : And thoſe who ſuppos'd the H/orld, and the | 
inferior Gods to be eternal, i. e. CU yew Ev xpove] | 
not made in time, ſuppos'd them yet to be [yevyre] | 
made. F So entirely void of all Reaſon and Founda- | 
tion is Dr. W's Criticiſm, and ſo little carefully or 
judicioully has he thought upon the Matter in | 
which he is ſo poſitive. 9 
Dr. W. tells us; where the Subſtance is neither ſepa- 
rate nor ſeparable (as in the divine Perſons) there Unity | 
of Kind and Number are confiſtent. J But this is 2 
ſelf-evident Contradiction; for the Reaſon why any 
Being is, or can be one in Kind, is, becauſe it is more * 
than one in Number, becauſe it is one of many inveſ- 
ted with the ſame ſpecific eſſential Properties, and, 
whether ſeparable or not from another, alters no- 


thing: 
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thing: if it be one in Number, it cannot, for that 
very Reaſon, be one in Kind. As (according to 
the Obſervation of Baſil) nothing can be | 6p0grv}] 
one in Kind with itſelf; Kind, in the Nature of 
the Thing, ſuppoſing [#Tepov uz: Er epo | this and 
that, one and another Being : So nothing can be oxe 
in Number with another; Unity of Number being 
indiviſible into more umerical Unities. So that 
Dr. W. is as far as ever from cutting off (as he ſpeaks) 
the main Argument of his Adverſaries at once. 

It is not my Buſineſs to examine particularly the 
Dr's Defence of his Quotations from tie ft Antients x 
it ſeems he is reſolv'd not to own Fullibility in a 
Thing he has once ſaid; ard his Dcetence of his 
Senſe of the Words of J Clem. Alex. ard of * Cyril 
are, out of many, as remarkable I:ſances of this 
Kind as can be produc'd. So that if the Dr. has a 
mind to fancy black to be white, it is in vain for any 
one to convince him that it is not. Indeed upon 
the fulleſt and moſt mature Conſideration, I really 
think, ard it hath been fully ſhown, that every one 
of the Dr's Citations from the Antients are either 
foreign to the Argument, or M:ſrepreſentation of the 
Senſe of Antiquity. And if the Dr. cou'd, out of 
all his Reading or Collections from others, produce 
me but one ſingle Paſſage out of any one Writer le- 
ſore or at the Council of Nice, which in plain and 


expreſs 


1 


t Pag. 92. | | 
5 The Words of Clement are, e W id)is mg ery, for the Senſe of 
which compare Reply, p. 144. with the Dr's 2d Def. p. 140. 


Compare Reply, p. 318. and Obſervat, p. 131. with 
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expreſs Terms (without the Help of the D's Infe- 
rences and Diſtinctiont, which are wide and endleſ;) 
declareth the Co-equality, the neceſſary-Exiſtence, or 
the ſupreme Authority and Dominion, of the three di. 
vine Perſons, or of tuo of them; which he perpetu- 
ally aſſerts to have been always and univerſaly re- 
ceiv'd ; it would be more to the Purpoſe, and con- 
vince me and his Readers more than any Thing, 
or than all the Things he hath yet ſaid. But ! 
may ſafely affirm that he cannot produce ſo much 
as one fingle Teſtimony : and without this, all he hath 
done, or can do, is vain, But on the other Side I 
ſhall produce, what the Dr. challengeth any Man to 


produce, many expreſs Houchers from Catholic An- $ 


tiquity, for the real or natural Subjefion of God the 
Son, or the real or natural Superiority of the Father's 


Dominion over him. And with theſe I ſhall ſhut up : 


my Thoughts upon the Controverſy. 


In debating the Senſe of Antiquity concerning 
the natural Supremacy of the one God and Father of ©: 
all, who is above all, and his Dominion over the Son, 
Cc. (which is the main Point of the preſent Con- 
troverſy) that Dr. W. may have no Pretence to 
charge me with Unfairneſs, I ſhall not cite Teſti- 
monies out of any Writings, about whoſe Genuine- © 
xeſs there are any Diſputes, tho' Dr. V. has here : 
done it in ſeveral Inſtances. I ſhall therefore quote FJ 
nothing out of the Apoſtolic Conſtitutions againſt him, 
tho they are full to the Purpoſe, and are unqueſtio- 

nably 
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nably very ancient, and can be ſuſpeRed to be in- 
©] terpolated by no Body but the Athanafians. Nor 
mall I mention the Clementine Recognitions, becauſe + 
the Author is unknown, tho' the Book is undoubt- 
1 cdly very old, and has no juſt Suſpicions of Interpo- 
lation that I know of. Nor will I make uſe of 
either the larger or leſſer Epiſtles of Ignatius, as 
being diſputed which are really the true ones; tho? 
I myſelf make no Queſtion of the Genuineneſs of 
the former, and of the Spuriouſneſs of the latter; 
which, I think, are plainly nothing but an imper- 
ect interpolated Abſtract from the larger Epiſtles : 
And which therefore Dr. V. ſhou'd not have cited, 
£1] tho' there is really nothing at all in them to his 
2] Purpoſe ; not a Word of the Conſub/antiality, Co- 
¶ dernity, and neceſſary Exiſtence of God the Son in them, 
as he pretends ; nay, not a Word of the Generation, 
or Exiſtence of the Sn at all, before his Incarnation. 
They ſtile the Word expreſly [ 4yewyrog] unbegotten, 
and ſuppoſe it to be the internal ſelf-exiſtent Word, 
or perſonal Reaſon of God himſelf ; and plainly fa- 
our the Sabellian, which is the ſame with the S- 
£1] ciniau Notion. 
The Dr's citing Lucian, or (as he ſays) ſome other 
£1 contemporary Pagan Writer, f as a Teſtimony for 
bis Notion (tho the Paſſage refer'd to is not ſuch) 
is very much below a reaſonable Man or a Scholar: 
Jas alſo his alledging the fabulous Creed aſcrib'd 
to Gregory of Neocæſarea, againſt J which he himſelf 
1 allows 


: Mm ITY WO RON. TT I OT 


. þ — AE — 1 


— —— 


1 * Pag. r09, + Pag. 111. eig ne. 


- ( 64.) 


allows that Suſpicions have been rais'd, is another In- 


ſtance of great Partiality and Unfairneſs. And“ | 
juſt Exception might be taken againſt the two Di- 
mf, whom he produces at ſecond Hand out of 


Athanaſius. 


veral Arguments. 


1. The firſt Argument may be drawn from che 
different Titles and Characters univerſally 
aſcrib'd by the Antiems to the Father and Son. 

The Father alone in his own diſtin& Perſon is 

conſtantly ſtil'd God * abſolutely; him who is a. 
lutely f God, Lord, Maker 6d the Univerſe, of whom 4 


are all things; him who is J abſolutely the one, the only," 
the = 


— 


* *O bes. The Paſſages brought by Dr. M. to ſhew that 


Chriſt is til'd (3 geg) God abſolutely, are either not ſpoken off 
him abſolutely at all; as that of Clem, Alex. cited in his 


Sermons, p. 141; and two out of lrenexs, cited alſo in his 
Sermons, p. 209: or elſe they are only Applications of Texts 
of the old Teſtament to Chriſt ſpeaking in the Name of him 


who is abſolutely God, repreſenting his Perſon, and appearing. 
and acting as his Angel and miniſterial Agent. Both which 


Caſes therefore are nothing to the Parpoſe. 
10 bebe, © cet, & dlegwitary 3 mowric Ter Then af T (or) oy 1 


fu Furr. 
4 ˙0 Gr, © Ant, d uit, ö eit endures heir. 


This being premis'd, I proceed to give dire ® 
and expreſs Evidence of the concurrent Senſe of the 
Antients, for the natural Superiority of the Father to 
the Son, in Power, Authority, Dominion, Cc. and for 
the natural Inferiority and Subjection of the Son to the . 
Father. And this I ſhall breifly prove from five ſe- 
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( 65 ) 
the true, the oniy true God; him who is * abſolutely 
primary God, God over all, God ſupreme over all. | 

All theſe Titles, which are the higheſt Characters 
of natural Supremacy of Dominion and Godhead, are 
not onfy attributed to the Father alone by the An- 
J tients unanimouſly ; but are alſo very frequently 
£1 aſcrib'd to him in expreſs Contradiction to the Son; 
£7] who not only never has theſe Titles given to him, 
£1 (which cannot be conceiv'd that they ſhou'd not, if 
he was believ'd to be equally ſupreme God with the Fa- 
ther) but ſome of the moſt learned Antients declare 
expreſiy with reſpe& to five of the foremention'd 
Characters, that they do not belong to the Son, or V. 
ougnht not to be aſcrib'd to him. f Origen ſays, that | 
BJ the Title (s 6%) God abſolutely with the Article be- 
FJ longs peculiarly to him (and that it is ſo apply'd by 
che Evangeliſt) who is (d &yevyT% TE» Ghuv airing, and 
"iy durideog] the uncreated Cauſe of all Things, and God of | 
„ binſelf or ſelfexiſtent. J Euſebius alſo thinks it ab- | | 
e ſurd to ſtile the | 26705 ] Word (ò beòs) God abſolntely. 1 
I Origen allo denies that the Son is [5 & Tis: beog] 
* abſclutely God over all; and this upon the Teſtimony 
of of our Lord's Words, that the Father who ſent him is 
15 oreater than He, And inters from the Father be- 1 
* K ing 0 
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+ Comment. in Fobn, p. 46, 47 ; of which Commentaries | 
the learned Dr. Mills ſays, that they are, ab omni Interpola- 
tione liberi, free ew all Interpolation. Proleg. iu N. T. 
p. 24+ 

« De Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 2. c. 14. 
J Adv. Celſ. lib. 8. p. 387. 
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(66) 
ing the Perſon (vÞ 8) X of or from whom are al 
Things, that he is therefore (peiZuv) greater than 
the Word, (3 3) BY Or THROUGH whom are all 
Things. 

The Council of Autioch f make it impious to think 
that the Son is (6 dog Tdv Fawv) abſolutely God of the 
Univerſe; declaring it Inpiety to think that the abſo- 
lute God of the Univerſe is call'd an Angel: but the Son 
(they add) is the Angel of the Father. J Euſebius 
ſays, Chrilt is (bees) God, but not (o TpaTo he] the 
primary or ſupreme God: And throughout his Bocks 


againſt Alarcelus lays it down for the Doctrine of 


the Church, that Chriſt is not (d e T4y7wv dess 
abſolutely Ged over all; and affirms in expreſs Words, 
1 that he cannot be a pious Perſun who ſays that the Sor 
is God ſupreme over all. He þ ſays moreover that 
Sabellius was excommunicated as an Atheiſt. and Blaſ- 
phemer, for teaching that [6 & T4vTwy , eg] the ſur 
preme God was incarnate and paſſ;ble. 

The Reaſon of the Antients applying the fore- 
going Titles peculiarly to the Father, and denying 
that they can or ought to be apply'd to the Son, is, 
becauſe they denoted the [ 28:v7i/2»] ſupreme Domi- 


#1101 . 


* Comment. in 70%. p. 56. To the ſame Purpoſe Euſe- : 


Lius remarks, de Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 1. c. 20. cont. Marcel. 
lib. 2. c. 14. 
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23love W wiegt, 6 wr ig. Conc, Ant. adv. Paul. Samoſat. 
T Demonf. Evang. p. 227. 
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BY rior and Authority of the one God and Father of all ; 


dans 


and therefore to aſcribe them to the Son, or to teach 


that the Son is God abſolutely, God ſupreme over all, 


was [ſince there cou'd not be more than one ſupreme 
God] to make him the ſame Perſon with the Fa- 
ther. On which account“ Tertullian eſteems it er- 


roneous to ſtile the Son | ipſe Deus Dominus omni- 


AF 5, oa, os Dans 1 * 


reren 


NN 


n * 


potens ] the Lord God Almighty; and | Novatian 
— it no leſs to ſay that he is [unus Deus] 


le one God: becauſe the Antients knew no Diſtinc- 


tion betwixt a Perſon's being God abſolutely, the one 
God, or the ſupreme God, and being the Perſon of the 
oe God and Father of all who is above all. 

Since therefore, according to the univerſal Senſe 
of Antiquity, all the high Titles denoting the ſu- 
preme natural Authority and Dominion of the one God, 
are aſcrib'd peculiarly and only to the Father ; none of 
them ever attributed to the diſtin& Perſon of the 
Son, and many of them directly deny'd that they 
can or ought to be attributed to him ; this, tho? 
it is not an expreſs Evidence of the Father's particu- 
lar Superiority and Dominion over the Son, yet infers 
it by neceſſary Conſequence, and is a very expreſs 
Declaration of the Senſe of the Antients, that the 
Father alone is the one ſupreme God; in the ſelf-Ori- 


FJ ination of whoſe Perſon catch the Unity was 


always plac'd. 

But ſecondly; that theſe Titles were intended 
by the Antients to ſet forth their Senſe of the nary- 
ral Superiority of the Father to the Son, and the 
don's Inferiority and Subjeion to the Power and Domi- 
K 2 nion 


a 


Adv. Prox. c. 2. 
De Trinit. c. 30, 31. 


(68 ) 


nion of the Father, very plainly appears (not only © 
in Conſequence of the Son's being expreſly deny'd to 

be the ſupreme God) but alſo from the particular 
Characters given to the Son, which carry in them 
expreſs Limitations and Marks of Subjectian to the 


Father. 


Juſtia Martyr ſays ; the Son“ has all the Titles & 
(viz. Son, God, Lord, Word, &c. mention'd imme- 
diately before] from his being begotten of the Father © 
by his WII I. In which Words the Son is declar'd © 


to have the Titles of God, Lord, 8c. by the vo- | 


luntary Generation of him (as Dr. W. himſelf 8 
underſtands the Generation here to be) from the 
Father, And there cannot poſſibly be a more mani- 
feſt Evidence of the natural Superiority of the Fa- 
ther, and of the natural Subjection of the Son to 
his ſupreme Authority and Dominion, than his be- 


ing Son, God, Lord, Word, &c. by being begotten 


or deriv'd by the voluntary Power of God the 


Father; and he cannot but be naturally ſubje to 


the Will of the Father, ſince from the Father's © 
Wil he deriv'd his Nature, his being Lord and 


God. 


Juſtin aſſerts the ſame Thing again; viz. 3 Him who © 
by his (the Father's) Will is both God, as being bis 
Son, and Angel, from miniſtring to his Mill. With 
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reſpe& to the two preceding Paſſages I muſt ob- 
ſerve, that the former is ſo clear and ſtrong for the 
Son's being God, &c. by a voluntary Generation 
from the Father, | which is the higheſt Evidence 
poſſible, even in Dr. 's Account, of the Son's 
natural Subjeftion to him] that he has nothing at all 
to ® reply to it. To the latter, which is no leſs 
plain and cogent, he endeavours to make a Reply, 
but ſo as to fall into ſelf Contradiction. He inſiſts 
that the Son's being f God is not voluntary, is neceſ- 
ſary ; yet he owns, J he proceeded from the Father, 
therefore he is God, and the Proceſſion (he adds) is 
voluntary: The Conſequence therefore is, that his 
being God is voluntary; nothing can be plainer. 
Again he ſays, || He is a Sou var2 ss). [by the 
Will of the Father] and God, becauſe a Son : 
Thence it neceſſarily follows that he is God {nar 
B8Myv | by the Will of the Father, which the Dr. 
denies ; but which 1s the undeniable Senſe of Juſtin's 
Words, and ſhows again that he cannot evade it, 
without contradicting himſelf. 

Again, Juſtin ſays that Chriſt is [ «prog Tuv4ueay] 
Lord of Hoſts, which is the ſame as | Tevroudrwp} 
Almighty ; but not of himſelf, or by natural ſupreme 
Dominion ; but ** by the Will of the Father who 
giveth him the Power. This Notion is expreſs'd by 


Hippolitus 


_ — 
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* See his 2d. Def. p. 287, 288, 289. 
7 1ſt. Def. p. 131. 2d. Def. p. 285, 286. 
J 2d. Def. p. 286. - || 2d. Def. p. 286. 
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(79) 
Hippolitus when he ſays ; * Chriſt is conſtituted Al- 
mighty by the Father. 

Again, f he who is over all is God, for he ſays, all 
things are deliver'd unto me of my Father, Mat. 11. 27, 

And by Novatian, J he (Chriſt) is conſtituted 
both Lord and God of the whole Creation. 

And by Lattamius, & he (Chriſt) hath receiv'd the 
Title of God. 

And by Euſebius, he (Chriſt) has the Name of 
God, which he receiv'd from the Father. From all 
which Dr. V. may ſee the Reaſon why the Amients 
never ſtile the Son abſolutely God, or abſolutely ſupreme 
over all ; becauſe all his Power, with his Nature, is 
deriv'd from the Father by his Mill. 

Laſtly; when the Antients aſcribe to the Son the 
Title of Creator and Maker of all Things, tis always 
underſtood with Limitations and Marks of his Sul- 
jection to the Father. He is therefore | Toyryg 76v 
SR Makey of all Things, not abſolutely, not primarily, 
and in the ſupreme Senſe, but only ſo, that all Things 
were made [di durd] by or through him, in Mini- 
ſtration and Obedience to the Soveraign Will and 
Commands of the Father. This is ſo well known 

and 
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and by all acknowledg'd to be the unanimons Senſe 
of Antiquity, that particular Teſtimonies need not 
here be alledg'd. In this Reſpe& the Father is ex- 
preſly declar'd to be * ſuperior to, and greater than 
the Word or Son; and is therefore ſtil'd | Tpwrus 
Cnui8pyos | f the primary Creator : And the Son is 


| calld the 5 [d urspyòs, deuTepog diriog, do ανο, &c. ] im- 


mediate Framer, the ſecond Cauſe, the Inſtrument, &c. 
and is never ſtil'd [4 Toy7yg Tav . the abſolute 
(or ſupreme) Maker of all Things- 

Now the higheſt Titles given to the Son by the 
Antients, as his being God, Lord, Lord of Hoſts, and 
Creator, being thus conſtantly aſcrib'd to him under 
the Limitations and Reſtrictions of his having all 
theſe Titles, and whatſoever he hath, by Reaſon 
of his Generation from the Father, by his (the Fa- 
ther's) Will ; and receiving them by the Father's 
voluntary Appointment, and as the immediate Mi- 
miſter and Executor of the Father's Soveraign Will 
and Commands; it is as ſtrong an Evidence, as the 
Nature and Reaſon of things are able to afford, 
of the Senſe of the Antients, that the Son is really 
and naturally inferior and ſubject to the ſupreme Au- 
thoriry and Dominion of the o God and Father of 
all, who is above all, To which, it we add the Con- 
ſideration, that che Antients declaring their Senſe of 

| the 
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* Orig. Com. in Job. p. 56. Euſeb. Dem. lib. 5. c. 5. 
Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 1. c. 20. | 

T Orig. adv. Cels. lib. 6. p. 317. 

C Clem. Alex. ſtrom. 5. p. 59S. Orig. adv. Cels. p. 31). 
Evſeb. Eccleſ. Hiſt. lib. 1. p. 3. Demons. p. 146, 149. 
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the Son being God, and receiving and doing every 
thing by the Will, and voluntary Appointment of 
the Father, unanimouſly ſtil'd him, (and thought 
him ſtil'd in Scripture) not only begotten, but created, 
and never ſerupled to call him Creature; as the moſt | 
learned and zealous Athanafians, both Antient and 
Modern, have acknowledg'd ; tho' ſtill they were far 
from thinking him to be a Creature Jike unto us, or 
like any of | but that he was greatly ſuperior to all] | 
the things that were made by him : All this together Ab. 
amounts to no leſs than a Demonſtration | fo far as 
any Opinion can be demonſtrated in Words and 
Language] that the Antients always and univerſally II. 
believ'd and profeſs'd the Father to have an eſſential of 
and natural Supremacy of Dominion, and the Son | 
to be eſſentially and naturally ſubject to him. 2 
A ſecond Argument of the Senſe of Antiquity for J. 
the natural Supremacy of the Father, and the natu- i his 
ral Subjection of the Son to him, and which is IF An 
plain and level to every Capacity and to common | 150 
Senſe, is; that the Father is never repreſented as Alis 
an Angel, or doing the Hill of another; as having t 
any other above him, or acknowledging any other I the 
to be his Lord, or God : but is always repreſented nc 
as God ſupreme over all, iſſuing out Orders, giving I Dr. 
Commands, and ſending the Word his Son as his % 
Angel and Miniſter to execute and fulfil all his Will of 
and Pleaſure. And nothing is more known than Do! 
that it is the conſtant Doctrine of the antient | 
Church, that the Word or Son acts miniſterialy and 
in Obedience to the Will of the Father, in all things, "2 


and altas, from the beginning of the World: and 
that 


** 
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J that the Father is his Lord and God. And agrecably 
A hereto, whatever Dignity or Authority, Power ot Do- 
union, is at any time aſerib'd to the Son, it is ſtill 
J aways declar'd to be given to him by the Father; 
and to be the Conſequence of his miniſterial Obedi- 
ence to the Father's Mill, and of the Exaltation and 
Glory which he receiv'd with his Nature from him, 
This is ſo plain and eaſy an Argument of the natu- 
al Supremacy, and Dominion of the Father over 
the Son, and 1s ſet forth ſo uniformly and invariably 
by the Antients, as is not liable to be miſunder- 
ſtood, or by any Art to be eluded. 

Hence Juſtin ſays,that the * Father is Lord of that 
Lord (who appeared) upon Earth, (at the Deſtruction 
of the Sodomites) as being his Father and God, and the 
Cauſe of his Exiſtence, tho' he be himſelf powerful 
Fd Lord, and God. Where *tis obſervable that 
nein calls the Father the Lord of the Son, even in 
is higheſt Capacity, as he is himſelf Lord and God: 
And infers this Dominion of the Father over the Son, 
rom his being his Father and God, and the Cauſe of 
iis Exiſtence, which manifeſtly proves that it is a 
Natural and neceſſary Dominion of the Father over 
Ihe Son, as being expreſly, founded in his Paternity, 
Ind in the Origination of the Son from him, f which 
Dr. W. allows to be natural and neceſſary) This is 
Yo expreſs a Teſtimony of the natural Superiority 
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n Dominion, that the Dr. wou'd call it Arian, if he 
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durſt ; 1t being evideritly the ſame with that which 1 

he lays down for Arian Doctrine; namely, J tba 
God the Father rules over God the Son, as being his 
God, &c. which, whatever Dr. W. may think or 


know of the Matter, is the very Doctrine of 5ſt "* 
here, and of many other of the Antients alſo, and Au 
is even the concurrent Senſe of Antiquity, as hel l 
ſhall ſee preſently. Dr. M may learn farther from ily 
this Paſlage of Juſtin, that the Father's being ſaid 
to be the Cauſe of the Son's Exiſtence, means that | 
he is the real and voluntary Cauſe, otherwiſe his 1K. 
being Cauſe at all cou'd plainly be no Foundation of- the 

anc 


his Dominion over the Son, and of being his Lord, as 
well as God. : * I 
_ Theophilus teacheth ; that * the Word being Grd, MY? 
aid Son of God, the Fat! er of all ſends him any where ge 
when he pleaſeth. | 
And Novatian ; f moreover Le (our Lord) Frm 15 
that be was ſent; that by this Inſtance of Obedience, 
which Chriſt the Lord ſhow'd in coming when he was on, | by 
he might be prov'd to be, not the Father, but the Son; be 
who would certainly have been the Sender, had he lee | ; 
the Father : but the Father was not ſent, leſt by being 
ſent, he /hou'd be Jound 6 to be ſubject to another God. In * 
which Y— 


* 


— — — — e. 

4 Pag. 123. Y 7 

* Side J av © Ne Na} ix MG een f, owe! dv HNNAHa & wall | 
TS) de, mire evity fic laliroy Ad Autolyc. p. 130. 

+ Miſum preterea ſe eſſe dicit, ut per hanc obedientiam 
qua venit dominus Chriſtus miſſus, non pater, ſed filius probe | 
tur; qui miſiſſet ntique, ſi pater fuiſſet: Miſſus autem non 
fait pater, ne pater ſubditus alteri Deo, dum mittitur, pro- 
baretur, De Trinit. C. 22. 
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which Words this antient Writer argues, that Chriſt's | 
being ſent is a Token of his Obedience, and of being 
n; who muſt have been the Snder, not the ſent, 
KJ had he been Farber : Thereby plainly ſhowing the 
BY 4uthority of ſending to be the natural (not oeconomi- 
al) Supremacy of God the Father, founded neceſſa- | 
ih in liis Pateraity ; not in any voluntary Concert, 1 
| or arbitrary Agreement of the Son. | 
Ae argues alſo, that to be ſent is an Inſtance of | 
BY Sbjeftion to a Superior, for which Reaſon, he ſays 
1 the Fathet was not ſent, as being ſubje to none, : 
Ind to whoſe, Dominion every other Perſon is ſub- | 
: And for the ſame Reaſon he makes it abſurd, 
Yo ſuppoſe the Father to be an J Angel of Meſſen- 
„er, i. e. to be ſexe. 

Euſebius ſays, that Chriſt * * was ſent by one greater 
J ban himſelf. | 
The Council of Sirmium, according to Hilary's 
own Interpretation of it, declared; + we do wot make 
. Je Son equal, or compare him to the Father, but under- 
Land kim to bs ſubject to the Father. 
And Hilary farther declares his own Senſe in pa- 
\ Inphraſing the Words of the Council, thus, wiz. f 
i . 2 In 
N © Abſit Deum patrem Angelum dicere ; ; nealteri Tabana 
ir, cujus angelus fuerit. c. 26. 

nec Th Meret ame <A pairoy Prep. Erang. lib. 7. c. 12. 
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ctat. Eccleſ. Hitt, lib. 2. non exequamus, vel comparamus filium patri, 
led ſupjectuin intelligimus. 


In eo quidem maxime non comparatur nec coæquatur 
flius patri, dum ſubditus per obedientiæ obſequelam eſt — 
dum mittitur, dum accipit, dum in omnibus voluntati ejus, 
qui le miſit, obſequitur. — Deus unus eſt, & ſubjeRio filii 
docetur & Dignitas — ut ſit patri & obfequio ſubjectus & 
nomine. p. 234. 


— — — 


_ — 


— — — ——— §—⁰ A HE =. 


. — 
— — = 


(76) | 
In this Reſpect eſpecially the Son is not compar d or equal 
to the Father ; in that he is by entire Obedience ſubje& to 
him— that he is ſent, that he receives all from him, 
and that in all things he obeys the Will of him that ſent 
him — Hence there is but one God; and both the 1 
Subjection and Dignity of the Son is declared to ut; 
— he being in Obedience, as well as in Name, ſubject E 
to the Father. 4 
Again ;*who will not acknowledge the Father to be ſupe- 
rior ; as he that is unbegotten, than be that is begotten © 
—— as he that ſent, than he that is ſent ; as he that 
commands, than he that obeys, &c. I 

A third Argument for the natural Supremacy of | 
the Father, and the natural Inferiority of the Son, 
may be deduc'd from the Opinion of the Antients | 
concerning the F/or/hip of the Father and the Son- * 
They never profeſs to worſhip the Son as being the 
one ſupreme God, but put the Worſhip of his Perſon * 
expreſly upon the Appointment and good Pleaſure of 
God the Father, whom alone they always declared 
to worſhip as Ged Supreme by the Mediation of the 
SON. | 
t Juſtin Martyr, upon the Text, thou ſhall love 
the Lord thy God with all thy Heart, ſays, he who being | 
endued with a pious Diſpoſition, loves God with all his 
Heart, and all his Strength, will worſhip. no other God. 
| I 


* Quis patrem non potiorem confitebitur, ut ingenitum a 
genito — ut eum qui miſerit ab eo qui miſſus eſt ; ut vo- 
lentem ab ipſo qui obediat, &c. de Trinit, lib. 3. 

i} 'O y=p 35 oe The af iac, xe} if ng The ie dgamay Tor Joh 
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DW IN OOTY * * 
£ * 
* N 


— 


* . 
” 
q v* 5 
«1% 


(77) 

Tet he will alſo worſhip that Angel of God, { Chriſt the 
Angel of his Preſence] it being God's Will [or Command] 
that be ſhould do ſo. 

And * Irenzus, that every Knee might bow to Chrift 
Jeſus our Lord, and God, and Saviour, and King, ac- 
cording to the good Pleaſure of the inviſible Father. 

And +} Origen, we demand (ſaith he) of Celſus, 
concerning thoſe whom they worſhip. as Gods, a Proof of 
the ſupreme God having appointed them to be worſhip'd - 
And if in Reply he demands the ſame thing of us concern- 
ing Jeſus, we will ſhow him that God hath appointed 
him to be worſhip'd : That all Men ſhou'd honour the Son, 
even as they honour the Father. 

And J Cyprian; God the Father commanded his Sor 
to be worſbip d. Which he puts upon his being exal- 
ted by God, Philip. 2. 9, 10 11+ 

Fourthly : Whatever Supremacy of Dominion, and 
Superiority of the Father over the Son was infer'd 
from the Uuorigination of the Father, and the Ori- 
nation of the Son, manifeſtly proves [in Dr. Vs 
own Account] the natural and xeceſſary Superiority 
of the Father, and the natural and neceſſary Sub- 
jection of the Son to him: For Dr. V. allows that 


the 
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the Ubdriginateneſs of the F ather, and the « Originates 
neſs of the Son; are natural and neceſſary, 

Therefore, ſince according to the Doctrine of all 
the Antients, the Unity of God was plac'd in the Lu- 
originateneſs of the Father's Divinity ; which thing 
was alſo expreſly taught in the #ft Article of all the 
antient Creeds, and in the Nicene and Conſtantinopo- 
litan Creeds themſelves; (and the Poſſ-nicene Writers 
conſtantly aſſerted the ſame Doctrine) making Unity 
of Cod, and Unity of Original, one and the ſame ; 
and profeſſing that more than one [4p] Original 
of Divinity wou'd make more Gods than one; it 
hence follows that the natural Supremacy of Domi- 
nion, which mafaril flows from, and is inſeparably 
annexed to the divine Unity, to the one God, the 
Fountain, Original, and firſt Cauſe of all things, 
peculiarly and incommunicably belongs to the Per- 
ſon of the Father. And all the antient Ante-nicenes, 
and even the Nicenes and Poſt-nicenes included in the 
Imaſcibility or Unoriginateneſs of the Father, which 
made him the one God, a real Supremacy of Dignity 
and Authority; and expreſly founded on this alone 
all the Characters of his incommunicable Sove- 
raignty, his abſolute zvi/ibility, and Impoſſibility 
of being fent, and his Authority of ſending the 
Nord or Son; and the Son's Obedience and filial Sub- 
jection to his Will and Commands. Whence it is 
moſt evident that the Father was thought to have 
a true and real Superiority by Nature | and not by 
mere economical Compact | over the Son. 

It hath been already ſhown that Juſtin Martyr 
held the Father to be the Lord of the Son, as 

being 


(79) 
being his Father and God, and the Cauſe of his Ex- 
iſtence ; than which nothing can be more clear and 


expreſs for the natural ſupreme Dominion of the Fa- 
ther over the Son. 


Tertullian alſo ſays, * that which is unoriginated is 
more powerful than that which is originated — becauſe 
that which had no Cauſe of its Exiſtence will be much 
ſuperior to that which had a Cauſe of its Exiſtence. 
MNovatian atteſts, that the Son is f inferior to the 
Father, as being originated from him: And ſuppoſeth 
that the Son could not be equal to the Father, un- 
leſs he was in like manner J unbegotten: And that 
the || Obedience of the Son (tho he himſelf is alſo God) 
to the Father in all things, ſhows that the Father from 
whom he is originated i is the one God. 

And again, that our Lord himſelf & maketh a 
Diſtinction betwixt his own Perſon, i. e. the Son, and the 
perſonal Authority of the Father, not merely in Sound of 


Name, 


„ 


* Innatum nato fortius — quia quod ut effer, nullius eguit 
auctoris, multo ſublimius erit eo, quod ut eſſet, aliquem ha- 
buit auctorem. Adv. Hermog. c. 18. 

+ Simul ut hic minor fic— habens Originem, quia naſcitur. 
Ce 31. 

J Si non genitus eſſet, collatus cum eo qui genitus non 
eſſet, & æquales inventi, duos Deos merito reddidiſſent non 
geniti. ibid. 

| Ita dum fe patri in omnibus obtemperantem reddit, 
quamvis fit & Deus, unum tamen Deum Patrem de obedientia 
ſua oſtendit, ex quo & Originem traxit. ibid. 

6 Proprietatem perſonæ ſuz, id eft, filii, 3 paterna Aucto- 
ritate diſcernit, atque diſtinguit; non tantummodo de ſono 
nominis, fed etiam de ordine diſpoſitæ poteſtatis. c. 22. 
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Name, viz · of Father and Son] but alſo in Order and 
Diſpoſition of Power. 
And Alexander of Alexandria, * Therefore u we muſt 
reſerve to the unbegotten Father this peculiar Dignity, 
that no one is the Cauſe of his Exiſtence. 
And Baſil, f the Son is ſecond to the Father in Order, 
as being from him: and alſo in Dignity ; becauſe the 
Father is the Original and Cauſe of bis Exiſtence 5 and 
becauſe through him we have Wo to God even the 
Father. 

And J Greg. Nazianzen; we are to vreſetve to 
the Father the Dignity of being the Original | of the 
Divinity of the Son and Spirit. ] 

Hilary I owns ; the Subjection of the Son | to the Fa- 
ther] is the Piety [or 1 of his Nature. And it 

hath 
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4 To me dhe Ag apa. Orat Apolog. p. 354. 

J SubjeCtio filii naturæ Pietas. Thus reads Dr. M. or his 
Edition. But the old Baſfi! Edit. 1550, reads otherwiſe 
thus; Subjectio filii naturæ Proprietas: which expreſſeth 
more ſtrongly the eſſential or natural Subjection of rhe Son 
to the Father, as being the Author or Cauſe of the Son's Ex- 
iſtence. Which is more agreeable to Hilary's Style elſewhere: 
and he had ſaid a little before, Ee (the Son) is ſubjeft to the 
Father, as being the Author (of his Exiſtence) nor d:d be by 
Robbery equal himſelf to God, in whoſe Form he was. Patri 
ſubjectus eſt, ut autori, nec ſe per rapinam Deo, cujus in 


forma manebat, zquavit. De Synod. p. 327. And this ſhows 


his Senſe of Pil. 2. 6. 
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hath been obſerv'd before that he makes the Sub- 


jection of the Son to be a natural Subjection to the 


Father; and this Subjection is never the leſs natural 
ſas Dr. W. imagines it is] in the Son, for being a 
voluntary or free Submiſſion to the Will of the 
Father. 

Phabadius alſo owns; hat it is the Doctrine of the 
holy and Catholic Church, that the Son is ſubject to the 
Father ow account of the Relation of Father and Son. 
Which ſhows that it was a natural Subjection, en- 
tially and neceſſarily proceeding from the Generation 
of the Son. In which reſpec he ſays preſently after; 
t The Word, being in the Form of God, did not yet 
equal himſelf to God the Father. 

And the learned Dr. Cudworth declares his Opi- 
nion, that according to the Principles of Chriftianity itſelf, 
there muſt of Neceſſity be ſome Dependence and Subor- 
dination of the Perſons of the Trinity, in their Relation 
fo one another; a Priority and Poſteriority, not only 
rakews, Bur alſo dkwp.aros, of Dignity as well as Order 
amongſt them. Firſt, becauſe that which is originally 
of itſelf, and underiv'd from any other, muſt" needs have 
ſome Superiority and Preeminence over that which 
derives its whole Fog and Gods ip from it; as the ſecond 
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*cSubje tum patri flium — - patris & flii nomine, ut 
ſincta & catholica dicit Eccleſia. Apud Bib. Pat, Tom. 4. 
p. 175. 

+ Sermo, cum in forma Dei eſſet non'ſe Deo Patri 
adæquavit. ibid. p. 178. which ſhows that he interpreted 
the Text Philip. 2. 6. very differently from Dr. M. and 
agreeably to the Antenicene Writers. 
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doth from the firſt alone therefore neither of thefe 
two latter is abſolutely the Cauſe of all Things, but on- 
ly the firſt. Intellect. Syſtem. p. 598. 
Again: there are ſundry Places in the Scripture 
. which do not a little favour ſome Subordination and 
Priority both of Order and Dignity in the Perſons © 
of the holy Trinity ; of which none 1s more obvious than 
that of our Saviour Chriſt, my Father is greater than FJ 4 
I : which to underſtand of his Humanity only, ſeemeth | 
to be leſs reaſonable ; becauſe this was no News at all, 
that the eternal God, the Creator of the whole World, © 
ſhould be greater thau a mortal Man born of a Woman: 
and thus do divers of the Orthodox Fathers, as Athana- ; 
ſius himſelf, St. Baſil, St. Greg. Nazianzen, and ; 
; 


= ©. 
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St. Chry ſoſtom, with ſeveral others of the Latins, in- 
terpret the ſame to have been ſpoken, not of the Huma- 
nity, but the Divinity of our Saviour Chriſt. ibid, 
599. 

: He ſays again; And FE it be true that Athana- 
fius, writing againſt the Arians, does appeal to the Tra- 
dition of the ancient Church, and amongſt others cites © 
Qrigen's Te ſtimony too; yet was this only for the Eter- | 
nity and Divinity of the Son of God; but not at all for 
ſuch an abſolute Coequality of him with the Father, 
as would exclude all Dependence, Subordination, and | 
Inferiority. p. 595. 1 
This ſhows the learned Dr's Opinion [of whom, 
it is no Derogation to Dr. W. to ſay, that he 
had ſtudied and underſtood the antient Writers in . 
another manner than Dr. N. has] of the 2-1 
tural Supremacy and Superiority of the Father over 
the Son, who was not even by the moſt zealous . | 

| Oppoſers 
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Oppoſers of the 4rians thought to be co-ordinate in 
Divinity, and equal in Authority and Dignity to the 
te God and Father of all, who is above all, even above 
: the Son himſelf. Accordingly, I do not find that 
even Athanafias himſelf, or his moſt zealous Follow- 
A ers, Bafil, Chryſoſtom, Greg. Nazianzen, &c: ever tile 
the Son [Co dee] God abſolutely: [is 6 Geog, 6 pbvos, 6 
ahbe, 6 povog eAybiveg, 6 beg Tay d, 6 ent 
r 005, &c.] abſolutely the one God, the ouly God, 
1 the true Gid, the only true God, the God of the Univerſe, 
e Ged ſupreme over all, &c. as acknowledging the 


| | Superiority of the Father to the Son in reſpe& of 
original to be [not a mere Mode of Exiſtence, and no 


| Perfection at all, as Dr. W. by mere Invention thinks; 


I but) a real and natural Superiority in Dignity and 
Authority, to which the Son ow'd a natural Obedience 


and Subject ion. On this unoriginate Supremacy, [(and 
not on an imaginary Concert and Agreement of the 


I Son abſolutely equal and co-ordinate in Dignity, Power 
and Authority with the Father] they founded the Oe- 
| : conomy of the Aiſſion and Iucarnation of the Son. 


I And it is evident, that whether thro' great Preju- 
dice, or Want of Judgment and Diſcernment, Dr. W. 
J hath not at all underſtood or rightly repreſented 
the Senſe of the Antients; and hath miſunderſtood: 
the Nicene and Poſtzicene Writers alſo; many of 
whom expreſly declare for the natural Supremacy 
of the Father founded in his Paternity ; and his Su- 
periority to the Son in Dignity and Authority deriv'd 
ſnot from the Son's arbitrary Agreement, but] from 
the Self-origination of the Father's Divinity; to which 
the Son naturally and neceſſarily, and as being origi- 

M 2 tated, 
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nated, was ſubjef? : And without this they were 
aware that it was impoſſible to preſerve the Unity « 
God, which they had greatly weakened and dimi-W 
niſh'd by carrying the Notion of the Conſubſtantiality 
of the Son to ſuch high Degrees of Coequality with 
the Father ; ſuch as the Primitive Church never pro- 
feſs d, and directly deny d; tho' yet they did not 
carry it to an abſolute Coeguality, as Dr. Cudworth and 
Biſbop Bull have rightly obſerv'd. 4 
Fifthly and laſtly ; I ſhall produce other numerous 
expreſs Vouchers from Antiquity to prove their Senſe Þ 
of the Superiority of the Father to the Son in Dig- | 
ity, Authority, Power, Godhead, and all Perfections. 
Tertullian ſays ; * we underſtand the Father to be in- 
viſible on account of the Fulneſs (or Immenſity) of his | 
Majeſty ; but we acknowledge the Son to be viſible in 
reſpect of his being a deriv'd Portion of the Father's 
divine Nature.] Where he compares the Subſtance 
of the Father to the Body of the Sun, and the Son 
to a Ray emitted from it. 
Analogous to which Expreſſion is that of Nova- 
tian: + If the Son was inviſible — if he was incom- 
prehenſible; or if he was in any other Reſpect what the 
Father is, then we allow, it might juſtly be objected that 


they are two Gods. 
Origen 
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* Inviſibilem patrem intelligamns pro plenitudine Majeſtatis; 
viſitilem vero filium agnoſcamus pro modulo derivationis. Adv. 
Prax. c. 14. | 

+ Si inviſibilis fuiſſet ſi incomprehenſibilis, ſi & czte- 
ra quæcunque ſunt patris; merito, dicimus, duorum Deorum 
duam iſti confingunt, controverſiam ſuſcitaſſet. c. 31. 


( 55 
| Origen lays, * Ie affirm A: the Son is not more 
powertul, but that he is leſs powerful than the Father. 
And this we affirm out of a Perſuaſion of the Truth of his 
Words, who ſaid, the Father that ſent me is greater 
than I. | 

Again; f the Son is a diſtinct ſub/iſtent Being, and 
ſubje& to the Father. 
Again; God the Word is J excell'd by him who is 
the God ſupreme over all | viz. the Father. 

Again; the Father is | ſuperior and greater than 
the Word. £ 

Again; f as the Father of Truth is more perfect 
God and greater than him who is Truth 3 and the Fa- 
ther of Wiſdom is ſuperior and more excellent than 
him who is Wiſdom; ſo in like manner does he excel 
him who is the true Light. 

| Again : 
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P. 49. 

| KpeiJToy Y eig mapt Jv Abyoy. ibid. p. 56. 
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Again: We ſay that our Saviour with the Holy 
Ghoſt, not only comparatively, but ſupereminently excels all 
the Things that are made, (by him] being yet himſelf ex- 
cell 'd by the Father as much or even more than he and 
the Holy Ghoſt excel the other, and theſe not the ordi- 
nary [Creatures] neither; ¶ viz. Thrones, Angels, 
Principalities, &c. | — but notwithſtanding, he who ex- 
cels ſuch and ſo great Beings in Eflence, and Dignity, 
and Power, and Godhead, for he is the living Word 
and Wiſdom, is nevertheleſs not in any thing compar'd 
z0 the Father. | 

Agreeably to which, Novatian ſays, f God the Fu- 
ther is the Maker and Creator of all Things, alone un- 
originate, inviſible, incomprehenſible, immortal, eternal, 
the one God, whoſe Greatneſs, Majeſty, and Power, 
nothing can, I do not ſay excel, but even be compar'd 


with, 


Bafil, an unqueſtionable Voucher, teſtifies that Dio- 
ny/rus of Alexandria J held not only that the Father 
and 
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| Eſt ergo Deus pater omnium inſtitutor & creator, ſolus originem 


* neiciens, inviſibilis, immenſus, immortalis, æternus, unus Deus, cujus 


neque magnitudini, neque majeſtati, neque virtuti quicquam non dixerim 
prœferri, ſed nec comparari poteſt, c. 31. 

© 'Oux inreprmares privy Ty Ur og aovur ,L’, ana , deiae diagrpmrs 
xi |urzwne d ,,in, xat fue mupahayiy. — ede d reit mil N 
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Cura Iugr. Epiſt. 41. 
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and Son were diſtin, but were different in Eſſence; 
and that the Power and Glory of the Son was inferior 
to that of the Father-— And befides this, he ſpoke very 
unbecoming Words concerning the Spirit, denying his ado- 
rable Divinity, and depreſſing him amongſt the created 
and miniſtring Natures. 

Photius, another indiſputable Youcher, declares con- 
cerning Pierius; & that he taught very dangerous and 
impious Dofrines concerning the Spirit; affirming that 
he was inferior to the Father and Son in Glory. 

Hippolitus ſaith, * Chriſt rules over all things, but . 
the Father over him ; that one God may be in all, to 
whom all things are ſubject, even Chriſt himſelf, to 
whom the Father hath put all things in Subjeclion, him- 
Jelf excepted. And this is agreeable to Chriſt's own 
Words, who in the Goſpel confe ed the Father to be his 
Father and God. Joh. 20. 17. 

Here Hippolitus profeſſeth that very Doctrine 
which Dr. M. preſumes to call Arian; namely, that 
God the Father rules over God the Son, as being his 
God, &c. f And there is no doubt but that by the 
ſame Diſtinctions by which Dr. V. makes the An- 
tients to be what he calls Orthodox, that is, Trithe- 
its; it were eaſy for him or any Body elſe to make 
Arius himſelf to be Orthodox. 


Cyprian 
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Cyprian owns that Chriſt calls the Father + bz, 
Lord and his God : which evidently implies the 
Father's Dominion over the Son. 

Novatian is expreſs, that the $ n of God is call'd 

the Angel of the great Council | of God, 1ſai. 9. 6.) 
becauſe he is ſubjeF to the Father, and is the Meſſen- 
ger of the Father's Will. 
Arnobius ſays, J that Souls are not immediately de- 
riv'd from the ſupreme King, but from another Per- 
for | viz. Chriſt] who is inferior to the ſupreme King 
in very many degrees of Dignity and Power; but 
who is yet of his Court, and eminent for the Greatneſs of 
his illuſtrious Nativity. 

Laſtly, it is the Doctrine of che moſt learned 
Euſebius of Cæſarea, remarking upon the Words of 
the Pſalmiſt, [ Thy Throne, O God—wherefore God, 
even thy God, &c.] * For this Cauſe therefore the 
ſupreme God himſelf, who is greater, and even thy 
God, anointed Thee, O God; ſo that he who anointed 
is much ſuperior to him who was anointed by him. 
Like to which in Senſe are the Words of Novattian: 
tt By declaring that he was ſanctify'd by the Father, 


n 


4 Dominum & Deum ſnum. Epiſt. ad Jubaian. p. 203. 

6 Dei filius — quoniam patri ſubditus & adnunciator paternæ vo- 
Iuntatis eſt, magni Conſilii Angelus pronunciatus eſt, c. 26. 

J Non eſſe animas regis maximi filias — ſed alterum quempiam genito- 
rem his eſſe, Dignitatis & Potentie gracibus ſatis plurimis ab imperatore diſ- 
junctum : ejus tamen ex aula, & eminentium nobilem ſublimitate nata- 
lium. lib. 2. p. 68. 

9 &rbrep im Tre typos os, & Oi}, 6 d- wal Heiser durbe, ö 5 
Ts bebe, we Gree nat} of Foros ve N fle wore wporepey. Dem. lib. 4 
c. 18. 

tt Profitendo ſe accepiſſe ſanctificat ionem a patre; hoc ipſo, quo patre ſe 
minorem accipiendo ab ipſo ſanctificationem probat filium ſe eſſe, non pa- 
trem monſtravit. c. 22. 


(39) 
in this Inſtance of his receiving Sanftification, whereby 
he ſhow'd that he was inferior to the Father, he proud 
himſelf to be the Son, not the Father. 

Again ; Euſebius ſays, * the Word of God, who was 
before the Ages, is ſuperior to every angelic Nature, 
but inferior to the firſt Cauſe. 

Again: f It is not neceſſary that he who ſuppoſes 
tuo diſtinct ſubſiſtent Beings, ſhould make two Gods; 
for we do not ſuppoſe the two to be equal in Honour : 
Nor that they are both of them unoriginate and un- 
begotten, 

It were eaſy to produce a Volume of Teſtimo- 
nies out of the Writings of the Antients to the 
Purpoſe of the foregoing Argument: But theſe al- 
ready alledg'd are ſufficient Pouchers to ſhew that it 
is an Inſtance of a moſt unaccountable Prejudice 
and Preſumption in Dr. W. to call upon his Ad- 
verſaries to produce their Vouchers from Catholic Anti- 
quity, for the natural Subjection of God the Son, or the 
natural Superiority of the Father's Dominion over him : 
When there is no one Doctrine of Chriſtianity 
more clearly, expreſiy, frequently, conſtantly and univer- 
ſally taught by all the Antients, than this is. The 
Teſtimonies which I have here briefly laid together 
are as ſtrong and evident for this Doctrine as can be 


expreſs'd in Words: And if they can by any Artor 
N | Device 
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Device be diſtinguiſh'd into any other Senſe or 
Meaning, I may venture to affirm, that any Senſe 
whatſoever may be made out of any Words; or 
that Words and Language have in themſelves no 
Seaſe or Meaning at all. 

And now I ſhall conclude with calling upon Dr. 
V. as I did before, to try the Strength of his Philoſe- 
phy or Metaphyſics, i. e. of good Senſe and ſtrong Argu- 
ment; and that he will argue direfly, frankly, and fairly, 
and not contend for Victory ſo much as fer the Truth; and 
therefore that he will uſe no Ambiguities, Quibbles, or 
Sophiſtry ; and to add, if he pleaſes, a little of the Spirit 

of Meekneſs and Modeſty : The want of which has 
not hitherto done his Cauſe, nor ever will do any 
Cauſe any Service. To this, I beg leave to ſub- 
joyn ; let him, when he is diſpos'd, * or when he is able, 
produce his Vouchers from Catholic Antiquity, for the 
Coeternity, neceſſary Exiſtence, and natural Coequality, 
of the Son to the Father, in Dignity, Authority, 
Power, Dominion, Worſhip and Gedhead ; which he 
conſtantly aſſerts to have been always and univerſally 
believ'd and profeſs'd ; but for which he has not yet 
been able to produce one ſingle Teſtimony. He 
may frame an Hypothefis of an imaginary and contra- 
d.&tory Oeconomy never heard of or mention'd 
amongſt the Antients; and by this Device form 
Anſwers, or Evaſions rather, to many Expreſſions of 
the Primitive Catholic Writers in plain and ſtrong 
Terms, declaring for the Superiority of the Father, 
and 
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and the Subjeftion of the Son to him. He may 
think to ſolve others by an invented Superiority of 
mere Order, which he makes to be a mere Mode of Ex- 
iſtence, and no Perfection: but wiiich the Antients knew 
nothing of, and their whole Doctrine loudly re- 
claims againſt ; making the ſe/f Origination to be al- 
ways the higheſt Perfection, and the Ground of the 
natural Supremacy of the Father, and of the Unity of 
God. He may quibble with a fiftitious Supremacy 
of Office, which is Nonſenſe in itſelf; and he may 
by many Scholaſtic Diſtinctions and artful Diſguiſes 
miſrepreſent the plain undiſguis'd Senſe of Anti- 
quity; and by remote Inferences may conclude 
from their Words things quite contrary to what 
they ſay. He may call his own Notion, which is 
dire& and evident Tritheiſm, and oppoſite to the 
unanimous Doctrine of the Primitive Church, as 
well as of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, by the venerable 
Name of Orthodoxy; and he may ſtile the Opinion 
of his Adverſaries, which is undoubtedly the Faith 
and Profeſſion of the whole antient Catholic Church 
of Chrilt, as well as of the Scripture itſelf, by the 
Name of Arianiſm and Hereſy ; but when he has 
done all he can, and ſaid all he can, he cannot alter 
the Nature, and Reaſon, and Truth of Things. He 
cannot prove that the Words of Scripture and of 
the Antients have either no Meaning at all, or a 
Meaning directly repugnant to what they obviouſly 
and plainly ſignify. He cannot prove the groſſeſt 
Contradictions and Abſurdities in Reaſon to be agreeable 
to Reaſon Nor can he put out the Light of the 


Truth 


(92) 
Truth [of the natural and neceſſary Supremacy of 
Dominion of the one God and Father of all, who is above 
all] which is as clear as the Sun, and is the im- 
moveable Foundation both of natural and reveaPd 
Religion. 
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